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.  .  .  Nothing  that  has  ever  interested  living  men 
and  women  can  wholly  lose  its  vitality— no  lan¬ 
guage  they  have  spoken,  nor  oracle  beside  which 
they  have  hushed  their  voices,  no  dream  which 
has  once  been  entertained  by  actual  human  minds, 
nothing  about  which  they  have  ever  been  passion¬ 
ate,  or  expended  time  and  zeal. 

Walter  Pater 
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Why  should  one  study  history ?  One  studies  law  in  order  to 
become  a  lawyer,  or  medicine  in  order  to  become  a  doctor,  or 
typing  in  order  to  become  a  typist.  These  are  studies  which  enable 
one  to  make  a  living  by  preparing  one  for  a  particular  profession 
or  job.  But  it  is  said  that  even  those  who  do  not  intend  to  be 
historians  or  teachers  of  history  should  nevertheless  study  history. 
Why ?  If  a  knowledge  of  history  does  not  prepare  you  for  a  par¬ 
ticular  job  by  which  you  can  earn  a  living ,  why  should  you  study 
it?  What  good  will  it  do  you? 

Well,  there  are  some  subjects  which  are  worth  studying  because 
they  make  one  more  intelligent,  and  therefore  better  equipped 
for  almost  any  job.  History  is  one  of  those  subjects.  If  you  are 
to  be  a  lawyer ,  a  knowledge  of  history  will  make  you  a  better 
lawyer;  if  you  are  to  be  a  doctor ,  it  will  make  you  a  better  doctor. 
It  will  even  make  you  a  better  typist,  if  you  are  to  be  a  typist. 
The  reason  is  that  a  knowledge  of  history  adds  to  your  intelligence 
about  things  in  general.  It  gives  you  a  better  understanding  of 
the  things  you  need  to  know  and  the  people  you  have  to  work 
with— in  short,  it  gives  you  a  better  understanding  of  the  world  in 
which  you  have  to  live  and  make  your  living. 

When  we  think  of  anything,  we  think  of  it  in  relation  to  other 
things  located  in  space  or  happening  in  time.  In  other  words,  we 
live  and  think  in  a  time  and  space  world.  How  extended  is  our 
time  and  space  world?  How  well  and  accurately  is  it  filled  with 
things  and  events?  The  development  of  intelligence,  in  the  indi¬ 
vidual  and  the  race,  is  largely  a  matter  of  pushing  back  the  time 
and  space  world  in  which  we  think,  and  filling  it  with  things  that 
really  exist  and  events  that  actually  happened. 

The  new-born  child,  for  example ,  knows  nothing  of  what  lies 
beyond  the  room  in  which  he  Ends  himself ,  nothing  of  what 
happened  before  the  present  moment.  Everything  that  he  sees 
appears  as  a  “close-up,”  unrelated  to  anything  else.  That  is  to  say, 
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he  lives  and  thinks  in  a  very  restricted  time  and  space  world.  But 
gradually  his  time  and  space  world  is  enlarged.  As  the  weeks  and 
years  pass ,  he  becomes  familiar  with  the  house ,  the  yard ,  the 
town,  the  country  beyond  the  town;  he  can  recall  what  happened 
yesterday ,  last  week,  last  year.  Thus  he  can  form  a  picture  of  an 
ever  larger  region  in  which  things  are  happening,  an  ever  longer 
time-passed  in  which  things  have  happened.  Things  which  he 
sees  and  thinks  about  no  longer  appear  as  close-ups,  but  in  per¬ 
spective,  in  relation  to  other  things  and  events.  The  larger  this 
time  and  space  world  in  which  he  can  see  himself  in  relation  to 
people  and  events,  the  more  intelligently  he  can  decide  what  to 
think  and  what  to  do. 

The  individual  can ,  by  travel,  extend  his  space  world  beyond 
the  place  where  he  lives— -he  can  go  to  England  or  China  and  see 
those  countries  with  his  own  eyes.  Or,  if,  unfortunately,  he  cannot 
do  that ,  he  can  read  about  them  in  books,  and  so  see  them  with 
the  “ mind’s  eye.”  But  he  cannot  travel  into  the  past  and  see  it 
as  he  can  travel  to  England  and  see  London.  The  only  way  to  the 
past  is  by  the  imaginative  route  of  memory.  You  can  remember 
directly  what  happened  to  you  personally;  but  what  happened  to 
other  people  elsewhere,  or  before  you  were  born,  you  can  remem¬ 
ber  only  by  being  told  about  it,  or  reading  about  it,  or  seeing  it 
represented  on  the  screen.  That  is  to  say,  you  can  remember  it 
only  at  second  hand,  by  acquiring  an  artificial  memory  of  it.  This 
is  what  you  are  doing  when  you  study  history— you  are  acquiring 
an  artificial  memory  of  what  happened  in  times  past  and  in 
distant  places.  You  are  enlarging  the  time  and  space  world  in 
which  you  live  and  think. 

In  doing  this  you  are  doing  easily  and  in  a  short  time  what  the 
human  race  was  able  to  do  only  with  much  difficulty  and  in  a 
very  long  time  indeed.  The  earliest  men  were  like  new-born  chil¬ 
dren.  They  knew  nothing  about  any  country  beyond  the  region 
in  which  they  lived,  nothing  about  any  past  events  in  which  they 
had  not  taken  part.  They  too  saw  things  as  “close-ups,”  in  short 
perspective,  unrelated  to  anything  in  distant  places  or  in  past 
times. 


FOREWORD 


Vll 


The  hist  civilized  men  had  enlarged  their  time  and  space  world 
a  little ,  but  not  much.  About  six  thousand  years  ago  there  lived 
in  the  valley  of  the  Tigris  and  Euphrates  Rivers  a  people  called  the 
Sumerians ,  who  were  in  many  ways  rather  highly  civilized.  They 
knew  much  about  building ,  agriculture ,  and  the  making  of  beauti¬ 
ful  works  of  art.  But  their  thinking  about  man  and  the  world  was 
limited  because  they  lived  in  a  very  restricted  time  and  space 
world.  One  of  their  kings,  making  a  military  expedition  to  the 
Mediterranean ,  thought  he  had  conquered  the  “four  quarters  of  the 
world.”  Their  knowledge  of  the  past  did  not  extend  beyond  the 
“ Great  Flood”;  before  that  time  they  thought  there  had  been 
eight  kings,  each  of  whom  ruled  for  about  thirty  thousand  years. 
Thus  their  thinking  was  distorted  because  their  space  world  was 
confined  to  the  small  region  of  western  Asia,  and  their  time  world, 
although  long  enough,  was  empty,  or  else  filled  with  events  that 
never  occurred. 

From  the  time  of  the  Sumerians  to  our  own  day,  the  human 
race  has  slowly  and  painfully  extended  the  time  and  space  world  in 
which  it  could  live  and  think.  The  ancient  Greeks  lived  in  a 
larger  space  world  than  the  Sumerians.  They  knew  Asia  as  far  as 
India ,  and  the  Mediterranean  as  far  as  Gibraltar— the  “Pillars  of 
Hercules.”  They  had  heard  of  Hierne  ( Ireland )  and  Ultima  Thule 
(Iceland).  Many  of  them  thought  the  earth  was  round,  but  they 
knew  nothing  about  what  was  on  the  other  side  of  it.  Centuries 
passed  before  the  space  world  was  enlarged.  Then  Columbus  dis¬ 
covered  America,  Magellan  sailed  around  the  world,  and  gradu¬ 
ally  all  parts  of  the  earth  were  explored.  Knowledge  of  the 
heavenly  bodies  increased ,  and  today  we  can  form  a  picture,  not 
only  of  all  parts  of  the  earth,  but  of  the  earth  as  a  minor  planet  in 
a  universe  of  stars  of  which  our  sun  is  only  one,  and  one  of  the 
smaller  ones. 

As  the  space  world  was  thus  expanded ,  the  time  world  was 
pushed  farther  back.  The  ancient  Greeks  knew  little  of  what 
happened  before  their  day:  the  earliest  event  they  knew  was  the 
capture  of  Troy  as  related  in  Homer  s  Iliad.  The  Romans  knew 
no  more,  Europeans  in  the  Middle  Ages  even  less.  But  since  the 


Vlll 


FOREWORD 


sixteenth  century  the  series  of  known  past  events  has  lengthened 
out,  so  that  today  we  can  form  a  picture  of  what  has  happened 
in  the  world  during  the  last  six  thousand  years,  and  even  beyond 
that  we  know  something  of  the  strange  half-human  men  who 
roamed  the  earth  during  Eve  hundred  thousand  years  before  the 
Erst  civilized  men  appeared. 

Thus  the  human  race,  during  six  thousand  years  of  harsh  expe¬ 
rience,  has  developed  intelligence  and  understanding  by  discover¬ 
ing  the  world  in  which  it  lives — the  outer  world  of  space,  the 
backward  world  of  time.  In  studying  history,  you  are  retracing 
this  experience;  by  retracing  it,  you  are  able  in  some  measure  to 
re-live  it;  and  by  re-living  it,  you  can  in  some  measure  appropriate 
it.  This  is  why  it  is  worth  while  to  study  history,  even  if  it  does 
not  prepare  you  for  a  particular  job.  It  will  enable  you  in  some 
measure  to  appropriate  the  experience  of  mankind,  to  enter,  by 
means  of  an  artiEcial  memory,  into  the  enlarged  time  and  space 
world  within  which  the  present  can  be  confronted  and  the  future 
anticipated  with  greater  intelligence  and  better  understanding. 

This  book  is  designed  as  an  introduction  to  that  larger  world. 
It  aims  to  retrace  brieEy,  and  in  the  simplest  possible  way,  the  ex¬ 
perience  of  mankind  in  its  most  important  aspects.  The  Erst 
three  units  of  the  book  are  entirely  new;  the  last  two  are  the 
result  of  a  revision  and  a  condensation  of  parts  of  Carl  L.  Becker  s 
Modern  History.  The  authors  are  greatly  indebted  to  Miss  Irene 
M.  Gibson  and  Miss  A lys  F.  Conkling  for  assistance  in  preparing 
the  maps  and  in  collecting  illustrations.  They  wish  also  to  express 
their  indebtedness  to  the  staffs  of  a  number  of  museums  and 
libraries  in  this  country  and  abroad— more  particularly  that  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  curators  of  several  departments  in  the  British 
Museum,  the  Archives  Photographiques  d’Ar t  et  d’Histoire,  the 
Field  Museum  of  Natural  History,  the  New  York  Public  Library, 
and  the  Metropolitan  Museum  of  Art. 

Carl  L.  Becker 
Frederic  Duncalf 


CONTENTS 


UNIT  I 

THE  EARLIEST  CIVILIZATIONS 

PAGE 

1.  We  Know  Little  about  the  Beginning  of  Civilization  except 

that  It  Took  a  long  time  to  Begin  It  .  .  '  .  .  .  3 

2.  Civilizations  that  Were  Ancient  before  the  Greeks  and 

Romans  Were  Heard  of . 32 

UNIT  II 

GREEK  AND  ROMAN  CIVILIZATION 

3.  Greek  Civilization:  Showing  How  the  Greeks  Were  Many 


People  and  Yet  One . 73 

4.  Greek  Civilization,  500-322  b.c.:  The  Great  Age  of  Greece 

in  Art,  Literature,  Science,  and  Philosophy  .  .  .  .101 


5.  Graeco-Roman  Civilization,  509-27  b.c.:  How  the  Romans 

Conquered  a  Great  Empire . .131 

6.  Graeco-Roman  Civilization  during  the  Empire,  27  b.c.-180  a.d.: 

How  the  Romans,  Having  Conquered  the  World,  Were 
in  turn  Conquered  by  it . 157 

UNIT  III 

THE  BEGINNINGS  OF  MODERN  CIVILIZATION 

7.  The  Fall  of  the  Roman  Empire:  How  Graeco-Roman  Civiliza¬ 

tion  Was  Replaced  by  Roman-Christian,  Byzantine,  and 
Moslem  Civilization,  500-1000  a.d . 195 

8.  Roman-Christian  Civilization  of  the  Middle  Ages:  How  the 

Church  United  Western  Europe  in  a  Society  of  Christian 
Men . 236 

9.  The  Passing  of  Medieval  and  the  Beginning  of  Modern  Civ¬ 

ilization,  1300-1750:  How  the  Community  of  Christian 
Men  Breaks  up  into  a  Community  of  Sovereign  Independent 
States . 279 


ix 


X 


CONTENTS 


UNIT  IV 


MODERN  CIVILIZATION:  POLITICAL  AND  SOCIAL 

REVOLUTION 


PAGE 


10.  The  French  People  in  the  Eighteenth  Century:  How  the 
Few  Lived  Well  without  Working,  and  How  the  Many 
Worked  without  Living  Well . 335 


11.  The  French  Revolution:  How  It  Started  as  a  Small  Revolu¬ 


tion  and  Ended  as  a  Great  One . 358 

12.  Napoleon  Bonaparte:  How  He  Set  France  Right  Side  up  and 

Turned  Europe  upside  down . 399 


13.  How  the  Great  Powers  Tried  to  Safeguard  Europe  against 

Revolution  and  How  the  People  Kept  on  Making  Revolu¬ 
tions  IN  SPITE  OF  THEM,  1815-1848  .  434 

14.  The  Second  Empire  in  France:  How  Louis  Napoleon  Became 

a  Great  Man  by  virtue  of  Being  the  Nephew  of  his 
Uncle . 467 

15.  The  Unification  of  Italy,  1859-1870:  How  Cavour  Did  What 

Mazzini  Wished  to  Do,  but  not  as  Mazzini  Would  Have 
Done  it . 488 

16.  The  Unification  of  Germany:  How  Bismarck  Began  the 

Unification  of  Germany  by  Dividing  it  into  Three  Parts  .  508 

17.  The  Franco-Prussian  War,  1870-1871:  How  Victor  Emmanuel 

Won  a  Capital,  King  William  a  Crown,  and  the  French 
People  a  Republic . 530 

18.  Reform  in  Two  Empires:  How  Serfdom  was  Abolished  in 

Russia,  and  Popular  Government  Extended  in  the  British 
Empire  . 550 


UNIT  V 

MODERN  CIVILIZATION:  INDUSTRIAL  REVOLUTION 

19.  How  Science  Gave  Men  Machines,  and  How  the  Machines 

Changed  the  Conditions  under  which  Men  Had  to  Live 
and  Labor . 581 

20.  The  Industrial  Revolution:  How  it  Gave  Rise  to  Modern 

Socialism  and  the  Conflict  over  Social  Reform,  1 871— 

1914 . 608 


CONTENTS 


XI 


PAGE 

21.  The  Social  Conflict:  How  It  Developed  in  Three  Coun¬ 

tries,  Germany,  France,  and  England . 628 

22.  The  Industrial  Revolution:  How  It  Led  to  a  Scramble  for 

the  Control  of  “Backward  Countries,”  1875-1905  .  .  663 

23.  Alliances  and  Armaments:  How  War  Came  because  the 

Great  Powers  were  so  well  Prepared  for  it  699 

24.  The  Great  War,  1914-1918:  How  Europe  Was  Turned  upside 

DOWN  IN  ORDER  TO  MAKE  THE  WORLD  SAFE  FOR  DEMOCRACY  .  739 

25.  The  Peace  Conference  of  1919,  in  Which  Many  Treaties 

Were  Somehow  Made . .  .  768 

26.  The  New  World  of  Today,  Which  is  Only  the  Old  World 

of  Yesterday  Trying  to  Get  its  Bearings  ....  790 


LIST  OF  MAPS 

PAGE 

Sites  in  Europe  Where  Remains  of  Early  Men  Have  Been  Found  6 

How  the  Roman  Republic  Grew . 144 

Alexander’s  Route  to  India . 148 

The  Spread  of  Roman  Power,  133  b.c.-117  a.d . 168 

Migrations  into  the  Roman  Empire . 200 

Conquests  Made  by  the  Arabs . 223 

Medieval  Trade  Routes . 242 

Europeans  Sail  West  and  Sail  East . 290 

The  Manor  of  Bourneuf  . . 338 

Paris  in  the  Time  of  the  French  Revolution . 377 

Europe  in  1810 . 418 

The  Unification  of  Germany,  1866-1871  .  516 

Possessions  of  Foreign  Powers  in  Asia,  1914  .  684-685 

Distribution  of  Peoples  in  Austria-Hungary,  1914  ....  720 

Territorial  Adjustments  following  the  Balkan  Wars,  1913  .  .  724 

First  Battle  of  the  Marne,  September,  1914 . 741 

Battles  of  Verdun  and  the  Somme,  1916 . 747 

Second  Battle  of  the  Marne,  July,  1918 . 760 

Boundaries  of  Germany  Set  by  the  Treaty  of  Versailles,  1919  .  770 

Partition  of  Territory  formerly  in  the  Dual  Monarchy  of 

Austria-Hungary . 778 

Trend  toward  Dictatorship . 818 

The  Countries  of  South  America . 830 

The  Chinese  Republic  and  the  Empire  of  Japan . 836 

The  Ancient  Near  East  (in  color) . 845 

Ancient  Greece  (in  color ) .  846-847 

1 

Italy  to  the  Supremacy  of  Rome  (in  color ) . 848 

xiii 


xiv  LIST  OF  MAPS  pAGE 

The  Roman  Empire,  44  b.c.-395  a.d.  (in  color) . 849 

Europe  in  the  Middle  of  the  Sixteenth  Century  (in  color )  .  850-851 

Europe  in  1648  (in  color) .  852-853 

Europe  in  1815  (in  color) .  854-855 

The  Unification  of  Italy,  1859-1870  (in  color) . 856 

Possessions  of  European  Powers  in  Africa,  1914  (in  color)  .  .  857 

Europe  in  1878,  after  the  Congress  of  Berlin  (in  color)  .  .  858-859 

Europe  in  1938  (in  color)  . .  860-861 

The  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics  in  1938  (in  color)  .  862-863 


LIST  OF  ILLUSTRATIONS  IN  COLOR 


An  Illuminated  Manuscript  Page  Spiowing  Farming  Scenes 

facing  page  1 

Egyptians  Fishing  with  a  Net  .  .  .  .  facing  page  32 

The  Acropolis . facing  page  128 

A  Roman  Youth  Driving  through  the  Streets  of  Pompeii 

facing  page  161 

Summer  Scene,  by  Peter  Brueghel,  Early  Flemish  Painter 

(c.  1525-1569) . facing  page  289 

Interior  with  a  Woman  Peeling  Apples,  by  Pieter  de 

Hoogh  (1629-1677) . facing  page  320 

Vegetable  Gardens,  by  Vincent  van  Gogh  (1853-1890),  an 

Example  of  Modern  Art . facing  page  768 

The  Roundup  (Andalusia),  by  Joaquin  Sorolla  (1863-1923) 

facing  page  801 


XV 


1 


I 


fl 


Library  of  the  Arsenal  of  Paris 


Courtesy  M  eirupolitan  Museum  of  Art 


An  Illuminated  Manuscript  Page  Showing  Farming  Scenes 


v 


V 


( 


From  “Fossil  Man  in  Spain ”  Courtesy  Hispanic  Society 

A  Scene  Painted  On  the  Walls  of  a  Rock  Shelter  at  Lerida,  Spain 


UNIT  l 

THE  EARLIEST  CIVILIZATIONS 

Why  we  study  the  Story  of  Civilization.  This  book  is  called  the 
“Story  of  Civilization.”  It  aims  to  tell  something  about  what  men 
have  done  and  thought  from  the  earliest  times:  something  about 
their  ways  of  making  a  living ,  the  tools  they  invented  to  help  them, 
the  ideas  they  have  had  about  themselves  and  the  world  in  which 
they  lived ,  the  forms  of  government  and  law  they  have  devised,  the 
works  of  art  that  have  seemed  to  them  beautiful,  and  the  religious 
and  philosophical  and  scientific  ideas  that  have  seemed  to  them 
true.  All  of  these  things  make  up  what  we  call  “civilization.” 
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We  shall  End  that  different  peoples  in  different  times  and 
places  have  somewhat  different  ideas  about  these  things.  Chinese 
civilization ,  for  example ,  is  somewhat  different  from  the  civiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  Hindus ,  and  both  are  different  from  the  civilization  of 
Europe  and  the  United  States.  But  in  spite  of  these  differences 
we  shall  find  that  there  is  a  certain  similarity  in  the  civilization  of 
all  times  and  places.  The  differences  are  superficial;  the  resem¬ 
blances  are  fundamental.  We  shall  also  find  that  the  civilization 
of  any  people  at  any  time  is  always  changing — sometimes  advanc¬ 
ing  in  prosperity ,  knowledge ,  and  the  art  of  living ,  sometimes 
declining.  But  in  spite  of  constant  change ,  we  shall  find  that 
much  of  what  was  in  the  past — knowledge,  skill,  ways  of  doing 
things — is  carried  over  to  later  times;  so  that,  for  example ,  however 
different  our  civilization  is  from  that  of  the  ancient  Romans, 
many  of  our  ideas  and  customs  are  derived  from  the  ancient 
Romans.  This  is  why  it  is  worthwhile  to  study  the  history,  or  the 
story,  of  mans  civilization  from  earliest  times.  By  comparing  the 
civilization  of  other  times  and  places  with  our  own,  we  can  better 
understand  our  own.  By  knowing  how  our  own  civilization  has 
developed  from  remote  beginnings,  we  can  better  understand  how 
it  is  likely  to  develop  in  the  future. 

The  story  of  civilization  will  be  easier  to  remember  if  we 
divide  it  into  its  main  divisions,  or  units.  In  the  table  of  contents 
you  can  see  what  these  Eve  main  divisions  are.  The  Erst  one  deals 
with  the  earliest  civilizations  known  to  us — those  that  flourished 
in  India  and  China,  in  Babylonia  and  Egypt,  from  about  Eve  to 
three  thousand  years  ago.  But  before  these  civilizations  existed 
men  had  been  living  on  the  earth  many  thousands  of  years.  Their 
ways  of  living  we  call  primitive  rather  than  civilized.  In  the  Erst 
chapter  we  shall  learn  how  these  early  men  slowly  and  painfully 
took  the  Erst  steps  that  were  to  lead  to  the  earliest  civilizations. 
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WE  KNOW  LITTLE  ABOUT  THE  BEGIN¬ 
NING  OF  CIVILIZATION 

EXCEPT  THAT  IT  TOOK  A  LONG  TIME  TO  BEGIN  IT 


In  the  dark  backward  and  abysm  of  time.  Shakespeare 


I.  The  First  Men 

Men  have  lived  on  the  earth  a  long  time.  What  do  we  mean 
by  a  long  time?  It  depends  on  what  we  are  talking  about.  If  you 
wait  an  hour  for  a  street  car,  you  may  rightly  say,  “I  waited  a 
long  time/’  If  you  meet  a  friend  after  an  absence  of  two  years, 
again  you  may  rightly  say,  “It's  a  long  time  since  Fve  seen  you.” 
Yet  an  hour  is  a  short  time  compared  with  two  years,  and 
two  years  is  itself  a  very  short  time  in  the  history  of  civilization— 
a  very  short  time  compared,  let  us  say,  with  the  discovery  of 
America,  which  was  more  than  400  years  ago. 

In  studying  the  history  of  civilization  we  have  to  learn  to  think 
in  terms  of  these  long  periods  of  time.  It  is  not  easy  to  do  this. 
We  have  no  very  definite  notion  of  even  400  years— we  have  never 
waited  400  years  for  a  friend  or  a  street  car.  Yet  to  the  historian 
even  400  years  is  only  a  brief  period.  About  5,000  years  before 
Columbus  discovered  America,  the  Egyptians  were  civilized 
enough  to  invent  a  calendar  which,  with  slight  changes,  we  still 
use.  Thus  in  the  long  time  in  which  the  history  of  civilization 
has  been  going  on,  the  discovery  of  America  is  a  fairly  recent 
event— it  occurred,  so  to  speak,  only  a  short  time  ago. 

For  the  historian,  6,000  years  is  a  very  long  time,  and  if  you 
ask  him  to  take  you  farther  than  that  on  the  backward  journey  in 
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Courtesy  Field  Museum  of  Natural  History 

Excavating  to  Find  Relics  of  Early  Civilizations 


Workmen  are  shown  excavating  at  Kish,  Mesopotamia.  The  different  levels 
shown  contain  remains  of  Babylonian  civilization.  The  trench  is  penetrating 
to  the  Sumerian  level.  By  means  of  excavations  such  as  this  one,  which  has 
been  carried  on  by  the  Field  Museum-Oxford  University  joint  expedition, 
archaeologists  are  able  to  tell  how  one  civilization  preceded  another. 
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the  life  of  mankind  he  will  begin  to  hedge,  and  finally  back  out 
altogether.  He  will  say:  ul  am  not  able  to  guide  you  any  farther 
back  because  there  are  no  written  records  beyond  this  point;  you 
might  try  the  anthropologist."  The  anthropologist  will  jump  at 
the  chance  to  take  you  as  far  back  as  you  wish.  He  does  not 
depend  on  written  records ,  but  on  skeletons  and  other  physical 
remains  found  in  the  earth;  and  to  him  6,000  years  is  only  a 
brief  period— “a  mere  trifle,  my  dear  fellow!"  The  anthropologist 
will  tell  you  that  men  have  lived  on  earth  500,000  years,  more  or 
less.  How  does  he  know  that? 

Well,  he  will  tell  you,  for  example,  that  in  1901  a  Dutch  pro¬ 
fessor  found  in  Java,  sixty  feet  below  the  surface  of  the  earth,  two 
molar  teeth,  a  skull  cap,  and  a  thigh  bone  which  resemble  those 
of  living  men.  It  is  true  that  he  is  not  quite  sure  whether  these 
remains  belonged  to  a  man  or  to  an  ape,  and  so  he  calls  this 
creature  the  Erect-Ape-Man  ( Pithecanthropus  Erectus ).  Never¬ 
theless,  similar  remains  have  been  found  in  other  places:  some  in 
China  near  Peking  (the  Peking  Man);  a  jaw  bone  in  Germany 
near  Heidelberg  (the  Heidelberg  Man);  some  bones  and  skull 
caps  in  Sussex,  England  (the  Piltdown  Man).  All  these,  the 
anthropologist  will  tell  you,  are  thought  to  be  certainly  human 
remains. 

The  question  is,  how  old  are  these  bones?  Of  course  none  of 
the  creatures  to  whom  they  belonged  was  thoughtful  enough  to 
carve  a  date  on  his  skull  cap  or  jaw  bone.  The  geologist,  however, 
has  learned  the  time  when  different  layers  of  the  earth's  surface 
were  formed.  By  examining  the  deposits  in  which  the  skull  cap 
and  jaw  bone  were  found,  he  can  tell  about  how  long  they  have 
been  lying  there.  He  says  the  bones  of  the  Erect-Ape-Man  must 
have  been  lying  there  in  Java  about  500,000  years  at  least;  those 
of  the  Piltdown  man  in  Sussex  maybe  250,000  years.  In  this  way 
the  anthropologist  is  able  to  assure  us  that  man  has  been  living 
on  earth  certainly  more  than  250,000  years  and  probably  500,000 
years. 

Were  the  earliest  men  really  men?  But  suppose  we  ask  the 
anthropologist  a  few  questions.  Is  it  sensible  to  call  these  crea- 
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Most  of  the  sites  thus  far  located  are  on  or  near  rivers.  Many  are  on  small 

streams  not  shown  on  the  map. 


tures  men  just  because  their  molar  teeth  and  skull  caps  are  like 
those  of  men?  Did  they  speak  like  men  or  chatter  like  apes? 
Could  they  light  a  fire?  Did  they  have  any  tools  or  weapons  such 
as  men  use?  If  they  were  on  earth  today,  would  we  recognize 
them  as  our  kin  or  put  them  with  the  apes  in  the  Zoo? 

To  these  questions  the  anthropologist  might  reply  as  follows. 
All  these  early  creatures  lived  somewhat  like  apes,  but  they  dif¬ 
fered  from  apes  in  one  very  important  respect.  Their  brains  were 
larger.  We  know  this  from  the  size  of  their  skulls.  With  larger 
skulls,  the  brains  of  these  creatures,  in  the  course  of  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  years,  could  become  larger  and  more  ingenious  than  the 
brains  of  the  apes.  However  much  they  resembled  apes  in  their 
way  of  living,  they  resembled  men  in  their  capacity  to  improve 
their  way  of  living.  Their  slightly  more  ingenious  brains  enabled 
them  to  do  what  the  apes  never  did— to  take  those  first  and  most 
difficult  steps  in  devising  ways  of  living  which  distinguish  men 
from  all  other  animals. 

First  difficult  steps  on  the  road  to  civilization.  What  were 
these  first  steps— the  first  things  to  be  learned  before  men  could 
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even  begin  to  live  like  men?  To  us  they  seem  simple,  and  yet  every 
child  has  to  learn  them  all  over  again.  Like  any  child,  these  first 
less-ape-than-man-like  creatures  that  roamed  the  earth  from 
500,000  to  50,000  years  ago  had  to  learn  to  talk,  to  make  and  use 
fire,  and  to  make  and  use  tools.  A  child  learns  these  things  easily 
because  he  has  someone  to  teach  him.  The  first  men  had  no 
one  to  teach  them.  They  did  not  even  know  what  it  was  that 
they  needed  to  learn.  That  is  why  it  took  them  thousands  of 
years  to  learn  what  a  child  learns  in  five  years. 

How  the  first  men  learned  to  talk  we  do  not  know.  Of  course 
we  can  make  guesses.  We  know  that  monkeys  “chatter,”  and  it 
is  likely  that  their  chatter  means  something  to  them.  The  first 
men  probably  learned  to  convey  meanings  by  uttering  certain 
sounds  as  names  for  certain  objects;  in  tones  indicating  pleasure, 
pain,  fear,  desire;  and  accompanied  by  certain  gestures.  Thus  the 
idea  “bear  is  coming”  might  be  expressed  by  uttering  the  sound 
for  bear,  in  a  tone  indicating  fear,  with  a  gesture  indicating  that 
the  bear  is  approaching.  How  long  it  took  to  develop  this  simple 
sound-gesture  into  a  complete  sentence,  “the  bear  is  coming,”  we 
do  not  know.  In  fact  we  know  nothing  about  it  except  that  some¬ 
how  thousands  of  years  ago  men  acquired  that  art  of  speech  with¬ 
out  which  civilized  life  would  not  have  been  possible. 

The  first  men  had  also  to  learn  how  to  make  and  use  fire.  If 
you  were  alone  in  the  woods  without  matches,  how  would  you 
light  a  fire?  You  probably  would  not  light  one  at  all.  Matches 
were  not  invented  till  about  1833.  Before  that  time  fire  was 
started  by  striking  steel  on  flint.  You  might  guess  that  the  first 
men  learned  to  make  fire  by  striking  steel  on  flint.  You  would  be 
wrong,  because  the  first  men  had  no  steel.  But  there  are  prim¬ 
itive  people  now  living  who  make  fire  by  rubbing  certain  kinds  of 
dry  sticks  together.  Perhaps  an  ingenious  man  accidentally  dis¬ 
covered  how  to  make  fire  by  rubbing  sticks  together.  We  do  not 
know.  We  know  only  that  this  was  one  of  the  great  discoveries. 

With  fire  men  could  warm  themselves,  cook  their  food,  keep 
dangerous  beasts  away,  smelt  metals,  and  bake  pottery.  The  first 
men  knew  that  fire  was  a  wonderful  thing,  so  wonderful  that  they 
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worshipped  it  as  a  spirit  or  a  god,  and  many  stories  were  invented 
to  explain  how  this  useful  but  dangerous  thing  was  first  discovered. 
One  of  the  ancient  Greek  legends  tells  how  Prometheus  angered 
Zeus  by  stealing  fire  from  heaven  for  the  benefit  of  mankind. 

The  first  men  had  to  learn  a  third  thing— how  to  make  and  use 
tools.  To  us  nothing  seems  simpler  than  to  make  and  use  a 
simple  tool.  If  we  wish  to  crack  a  nut,  what  can  be  easier  than 
to  pick  up  a  stone  and  use  it  as  a  hammer!  It  is  simple  for  us 
because  we  are  familiar  with  the  general  idea  of  a  hammer.  The 
first  men  could  crack  a  nut  with  a  stone  as  easily  as  you  or  I,  but 
it  is  likely  that  thousands  of  years  passed  before  any  of  them  ever 
thought  of  doing  it.  They  had  to  discover,  first  of  all,  not  a 
particular  tool  for  a  particular  purpose,  but  the  idea  of  a  tool  for 
any  purpose.  Probably  one  man  discovered  it  by  accident.  He 
must  have  seen  one  thing  strike  another  many  times  before  his 
brain,  by  a  great  mental  effort,  was  able  to  get  the  idea  of  hand- 
grasping-stone-and-stone-striking-nut.  The  formation  of  this  idea- 
picture,  or  a  similar  one,  in  the  mind  of  one  of  the  first  men  was 
one  of  the  decisive  events  in  history.  It  enabled  men  to  begin  to 
use  natural  objects  as  tools. 

The  second  step,  equally  difficult  but  even  more  important,  was 
taken  when  some  bright  fellow  hit  upon  the  new  idea  of  shaping 
natural  objects  so  that  they  could  be  used  more  effectively.  In 
the  place  where  the  bones  of  the  Piltdown  Man  were  found, 
there  were  also  found  several  “chipped”  flint  objects.  Perhaps 
they  are  fist-hatchets— pointed  or  sharpened  stones  which  could 
be  held  in  the  hand — the  first  stone  tools  that  men  seem  to  have 
made.  If  so,  these  early  men  were  making  tools  of  a  crude  sort 
as  early  as  250,000  years  ago  at  least.  For  thousands  of  years  they 
went  on  chipping  flint,  shaping  stone,  at  long  intervals  making 
some  slight  improvement  in  the  process.  Not  until  about  50,000 
years  ago  were  men  able  to  make  what  look  like  stone  axes,  stone 
blades,  and  some  crude  bone  implements. 

Thus  these  earliest  men,  who  lived  in  Europe  (probably  also 
in  Asia,  although  we  know  less  about  them  there)  from  500,000  to 
50,000  years  ago,  took  all  this  long  time  to  learn  how  to  make  a 
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few  crude  tools,  to  make  and  use  fire,  and  perhaps  to  speak  a  little. 
Perhaps  they  were  not  bright  enough  ever  to  learn  more  than 
they  did  learn.  We  shall  never 
know,  because  they  seem  to  have 
disappeared.  The  climate  may 
have  had  something  to  do  with  it. 

As  recently  as  50,000  years  ago, 
ice  covered  North  America  from 
the  polar  regions  as  far  south  as 
where  New  York  City  now  is, 
and  Europe  as  far  south  as  north¬ 
ern  France  and  Germany.  Per¬ 
haps  the  cold  of  this  “Glacial 
Age”  was  too  much  for  these  early 
tool-makers,  whom  the  archaeol¬ 
ogists  call  the  Neanderthal  men. 

If  any  of  them  survived  the  cold, 
they  were  probably  killed  off 
by  other  men,  less  brutish,  with  better  weapons,  who  gradually 
moved  from  Asia  and  Africa  into  Europe  about  30,000  to  20,000 
years  ago  as  the  polar  ice  retreated  and  the  climate  moderated. 
These  newcomers  from  Asia  and  Africa,  who  replaced  the  Nean¬ 
derthal  men  in  Europe,  are  called  the  Cro-Magnon  men. 

Cro-Magnon  men  in  Europe,  30,000  to  15,000  years  ago.  Cro- 
Magnon  men  may  have  been  living  in  Asia  as  long  as  Neanderthal 
men  were  living  in  Europe.  We  don't  know  so  much  about  their 
early  history  in  Asia,  because  anthropologists  have  not  made  so 
many  successful  excavations  in  Asia  as  in  Europe.  But  when  the 
Cro-Magnon  men  came  to  Europe,  they  were  a  somewhat  more 
human-looking  type  than  the  Neanderthal  men  whom  they  dis¬ 
placed.  They  had  better  weapons— a  “throwing  stick”  and  a 
kind  of  harpoon.  But  their  chief  title  to  fame  was  a  marked 
artistic  sense.  With  sharp  flints  they  scratched  fairly  good  pic¬ 
tures  of  animals  on  the  smooth  walls  of  caves.  Some  of  their 
pictures  were  colored.  They  made  little  statuettes  in  clay;  and 
three  well-modeled  buffalo  have  been  discovered  in  a  cave  in 


Courtesy  Hispanic  Society 

Tools  of  Stone  and  Flint 
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From  “Fossil  Man  in  Spain”  Courtesy  Hispanic  Society 

A  Deer  Hunt  by  Cave  Dwellers 

This  wall  painting,  in  dark  red  color,  is  in  the  “Cave  of  the  Horses”  near 
Albocacer,  Spain.  It  was  painted  thousands  of  years  ago.  Note  the  bows 
and  arrows  and  the  lifelike  action  of  the  deer. 

Spain.  The  footprints  and  fingerprints  of  the  modelers  can  still 
be  seen  in  the  unused  clay. 

These  Cro-Magnon  men  lived  in  Europe  a  long  time— perhaps 
20,000  years,  ten  times  as  long  as  from  the  birth  of  Christ  to  the 
present  day.  We  might  suppose  that  in  all  that  time  they  would 
advance  far  on  the  road  to  civilization.  For  some  reason,  in  spite 
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of  their  artistic  instinct,  the  Cro-Magnon  men  made  almost  no 
progress  in  devising  new  ways  of  living.  They  had  excellent 
needles  made  of  bone  to  sew  their  skin  clothes  together.  They  had 
a  kind  of  cup  or  basin  made  of  stone.  But  their  stone  knives  and 
axes  were  no  better  than  those  of  the  Neanderthal  men.  They 
used  fire,  and  probably  had  a  kind  of  lamp;  but  they  made  no 
pottery.  They  had  no  domestic  animals,  nor  did  they  learn  to 
till  the  soil  for  food.  They  built  no  houses,  or  none  that  have 
survived,  but  lived  in  caves. 

Throughout  all  this  long  time  the  Cro-Magnon  men  remained 
savages— picture-making  and  picture-loving  savages,  but  still 
savages.  And  then,  about  15,000  to  10,000  years  ago,  they  too, 
like  the  Neanderthal  men  before  them,  disappeared.  They  seem 
to  have  been  driven  out  by  still  other  men  who  came  from  Asia. 
The  newcomers  had  still  better  weapons,  such  as  the  bow  and 
arrow,  and  were  far  more  advanced  in  other  ways  than  the  Cro- 
Magnon  men.  They  belonged  to  the  peoples  who  were  ancestors 
of  races  now  living  on  the  earth.  Before  learning  about  these 
early  ancestors,  we  ought  to  know  something  about  the  division 
of  mankind  into  races. 

The  different  types  of  men  who  make  up  the  human  race.  There 
are  many  different  types  of  men  in  the  world.  A  Russian 
is  different  from  a  Frenchman,  and  both  are  different  from  an 
Englishman.  Yet  all  three  are  more  like  each  other  than  any  one 
of  them  is  like  a  Chinese  or  Negro.  Race  is  a  word  used  to  dis¬ 
tinguish  the  different  types  of  men.  In  newspapers  and  history 
books  you  will  often  see  the  words  "German  race,”  "French  race,” 
"Aryan  race,”  "Anglo-Saxon  race,”  "colored  race,”  and  the  like. 
But  what  do  such  terms  mean?  "German  race”  may  mean  people 
living  in  Germany  or  people  speaking  German.  "Colored  race” 
means  Negroes,  some  of  whom  live  in  the  United  States  and 
speak  English,  some  of  whom  live  in  Africa  and  speak  other 
languages.  Used  in  this  loose  way  the  term  "race”  sometimes 
refers  to  nationality,  sometimes  to  language,  and  sometimes  to  the 
color  of  the  skin. 

Anthropologists  try  to  avoid  this  confusion  by  always  using  the 
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word  race  in  the  same  way.  All  the  people  who  use  the  same 
language  do  not  necessarily  belong  to  the  same  race,  because 
men  can  easily  lose  one  language  and  learn  another.  It  would 
be  absurd,  for  example,  to  say  that  Negroes  in  the  United  States 
belong  to  the  same  race  as  Englishmen  because  they  speak  the 
same  language.  So  anthropologists  divide  men  into  races  accord¬ 
ing  to  those  physical  characteristics  that  cannot  be  easily  changed, 
such  as  color  of  skin,  form  of  features,  and  especially  size  and 
shape  of  the  skull.  Using  these  tests,  they  tell  us  that  the  human 
race  may  be  divided  into  three  main  divisions — Negroids,  Mongo¬ 
loids,  Caucasoids.  Negroids  include  Negroes  living  in  America, 
Africa,  and  certain  East  Indian  islands.  Mongoloids  include 
Chinese,  Japanese,  and  American  Indians.  Caucasoids  include 
most  of  the  people  of  America,  Europe,  northern  Africa,  western 
Asia,  and  the  Hindus  of  India.  Each  of  these  main  divisions 
is  further  divided  into  smaller  groups  or  races.  For  example,  the 
Caucasoid  division  is  sub-divided  into  the  Nordic,  the  Alpine, 
and  the  Mediterranean  races. 

It  will  be  well  to  remember  three  things  about  races.  (1) 
About  15,000  years  ago  the  three  main  divisions  were  distributed 
over  the  earth  as  follows:  (a)  Negroids  chiefly  in  central  and 
southern  Africa;  (b)  Mongoloids  chiefly  in  eastern  Asia  and 
America;  (c)  Caucasoids  chiefly  in  western  Asia,  northern  Africa, 
and  Europe.  (2)  Each  of  these  developed  in  its  own  way  without 
much  contact  with  either  of  the  others  until  modern  times.  (3) 
The  civilization  that  started  in  western  Asia,  spread  to  Europe, 
and  then  to  America  was  the  work  of  the  Caucasoid  races.  If 
we  were  Chinese,  and  were  studying  “world  history/'  we  should 
no  doubt  study  the  civilization  developed  by  the  Mongoloids  in 
China  and  Japan  more  fully  than  any  other.  But  we  are  not 
Chinese,  and  therefore  Chinese  civilization  is  not  so  important 
for  us,  since  it  did  not  have  very  much  influence  on  our  own. 
Since  we  live  in  the  United  States,  we  shall  study  the  civilization 
developed  in  western  Asia,  Europe,  and  America  more  fully  than 
anv  other.  We  do  this  because  it  is  the  civilization  that  we  have 
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inherited,  and  it  is  therefore  more  important  to  us. 
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II.  Our  Remote  Ancestors 

Introducing  our  remote  ancestors  and  their  three  great  discoveries: 
agriculture,  architecture,  domestic  manufacture.  We  learn  about 
our  remote  ancestors  in  the  same  way  that  we  learn  about  the 
Neanderthal  and  the  Cro-Magnon  men— from  skeletons  and  other 
remains  they  left,  buried  in  the  earth.  Such  remains  have  been 
found  in  widely  separated  regions— in  Algeria  and  Egypt,  in  the 
valley  of  the  Danube  and  round  the  shores  of  the  Baltic  sea,  in 
the  British  Isles  and  in  Switzerland.  Skeletons  and  other  remains 
found  in  these  places  tell  us  many  things  about  our  remote 
ancestors  during  the  period  from  about  12,000  to  6,000  years  ago. 
We  will  take,  as  an  example,  the  remains  found  in  Switzerland. 
The  people  who  left  these  remains  are  called  the  Swiss  Lake 
Dwellers.  What  do  we  know  about  them,  and  how  do  we 
know  it? 

In  the  very  dry  winter  of  1854  the  level  of  Lake  Neuchatel 
became  low  enough  to  reveal  the  tops  of  hundreds  of  piles  driven 
into  the  bottom  of  the  lake.  When  and  by  whom  and  for  what 
purpose  had  these  piles  been  placed  there?  The  answer  was  found 
in  a  great  rubbish  heap  at  the  bottom  of  the  lake.  In  this  refuse 
heap  were  found  parts  of  the  framework  of  wooden  houses,  bows 
and  arrows,  polished  stone  tools,  spindles  and  fragments  of  woven 
fabrics,  baked  clay  pots  containing  pressed  crab  apples,  figures 
modeled  in  clay,  bones  of  men  and  animals,  seeds  of  grapes,  flax, 
millet,  barley,  as  well  as  other  objects  made  or  used  by  human 
beings.  These  objects  indicate  that  thousands  of  years  ago,  when 
the  normal  level  of  the  lake  was  much  lower  than  now,  people 
built  their  houses  on  piles  over  the  water.  Generation  after 
generation  they  threw  their  rubbish  into  the  lake.  Scattering 
seeds  fell  unheeded,  and  now  and  then  a  useful  tool  or  weapon 
was  accidentally  dropped  into  the  lake.  And  so  this  water-covered 
dump  pile  accumulated  layer  on  layer,  as  one  generation  followed 
another. 

To  the  trained  eye  of  the  anthropologist  this  refuse  heap  tells 
a  story.  The  bones  tell  us  that  these  people  belonged  to  the 
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Frederick  Blaschke,  Sculptor  Courtesy  Field  Museum,  of  Natural  History 

Lake  Dwellers 

Swiss  Lake  Dwellers  used  fish  nets  made  from  flax.  They  also  wove  cloth. 

Alpine  race.  The  tools  and  weapons  and  baked  clay  pots,  the 
fabrics  and  seeds  and  wooden  frames  tell  us  what  advances  they 
made  in  the  useful  arts  while  living  over  the  lake.  For  if  the 
refuse  heap  is  read  from  bottom  to  top,  it  tells  the  story  of  the 
progress  they  made  as  time  passed.  In  the  lower  layers  the  bones 
of  wild  animals  show  that  the  first  inhabitants  of  the  lake 
dwellings  were  hunters;  in  the  upper  layers  the  bones  of  dogs, 
sheep,  goats,  and  pigs  indicate  that  they  had  learned  to  domes¬ 
ticate  animals.  In  the  lower  layers  were  few  seeds  of  useful  grains 
—barley,  millet,  flax;  in  the  upper  layers,  many.  In  the  lower 
layers  the  tools  and  weapons  and  utensils  were  less  numerous  and 
less  varied  than  in  the  upper. 

These  remains  and  other  remains  which  have  been  found 
elsewhere  tell  us  that  our  remote  ancestors,  during  the  long  period 
from  12,000  to  6,000  years  ago,  advanced  much  faster  on  the  road 
to  civilization  than  the  Cro-Magnon  men  had  advanced  in  the 
longer  period  from  30,000  to  15,000  years  ago.  They  had  learned 
the  art  of  raising  food  by  tilling  the  soil  and  the  art  of  domesti¬ 
cating  animals  (agriculture);  the  art  of  building  houses  (archi¬ 
tecture);  the  art  of  weaving  and  pottery  (domestic  manufacture). 
Next  to  the  art  of  language,  the  use  of  fire,  and  the  invention  of 
tools,  these  arts  were  the  most  important  advances  yet  made  on 
the  long  road  to  civilization. 
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Courtesy  Science  Museum,  London 

Means  of  Transport  in  Early  Times 


One  boat  is  pulling  in  to  shore  to  take  on  board  the  men  who  have  been 
hunting.  A  rough  sled  is  used  to  drag  the  mountain  goat  which  they  have 
killed.  Note  that  the  boat  has  been  made  from  a  tree  hollowed  out. 


What  our  remote  ancestors  thought  about  themselves,  the  things 
they  used,  and  the  mysterious  universe  in  which  they  lived.  Our 

primitive  ancestors  did  not  think  as  much  as  we  do  perhaps,  but 
they  thought  about  the  same  sort  of  things.  Like  all  people  who 
live  together  in  communities,  they  thought  about  the  familiar 
things  they  used  to  make  a  living,  about  themselves  and  their  re¬ 
lations  to  each  other,  and  about  the  mysterious  world  they  lived  in. 

1.  Matter-of-fact  ideas  about  the  things  they  used.  Like  all 
people  at  all  times,  our  primitive  ancestors  had  matter-of-fact 
ideas  about  the  familiar  things  they  used  every  day— about  their 
tools  and  weapons  and  utensils  and  how  to  make  and  use  them, 
about  the  seeds  they  planted  and  how  and  when  to  plant  them. 
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This  kind  of  useful  knowledge  (technological  knowledge),  once 
acquired,  does  not  lose  its  value  or  go  out  of  fashion,  but  is  passed 
on  from  generation  to  generation.  We  make  better  axes  than  our 
primitive  ancestors  did,  but  our  idea  of  an  axe  is  the  same  as 
theirs.  We  do  not  say  that  their  idea  of  an  axe  was  an  old  fash¬ 
ioned  notion  to  be  abandoned.  On  the  contrary  their  idea  of  an 
axe  or  a  needle  or  a  wheel  was  perfectly  sound.  If  a  Swiss  Lake 
Dweller  were  with  us  today,  he  would  not  know  what  to  do  with 
a  modern  voting  machine,  but  he  would  know  what  to  do  with  a 
modern  axe  or  a  needle  or  a  bushel  of  barley  seed. 

2.  Conventional  ideas  about  the  relations  of  men  to  each  other. 
Living  in  small  communities,  our  remote  ancestors  did  not  need 
to  think  as  much  as  we  do  about  law  and  government.  Such 
ideas  as  they  had  about  law  and  government  were  learned  with 
little  thinking;  each  generation  continued  to  do  what  former 
generations  had  done.  From  experience  they  found  it  best  for 
everyone  to  learn  to  do  the  necessary  things,  and  to  do  them  in 
the  same  way.  An  unruly  youngster  who  tried  to  depart  from 
the  customary  ways  probably  had  a  hard  time  of  it.  The  older 
men,  who  knew  what  the  customs  of  the  family  or  tribe  were, 
would  suppress  him  as  an  anarchist  or  a  bolshevik. 

Early  men  probably  first  lived  together  in  families.  When  men 
acquired  flocks  and  herds  of  domestic  animals,  which  had  to  be 
protected  from  other  groups  of  men,  the  families  united  into 
larger  groups  called  tribes.  The  families  or  tribes  came  to  have 
leaders.  Perhaps  some  one  Old  Man  of  the  family  or  tribe,  who 
had  proved  more  energetic  or  capable  than  the  others,  would  be 
referred  to  as  leader.  Our  ideas  of  law  and  government  are  but 
an  extension  of  the  primitive  idea  that  there  are  customary  ways 
to  be  followed,  and  leaders  to  be  obeyed  because  they  know 
what  the  customary  ways  are.  The  chief  difference  is  that  prim¬ 
itive  men  were  scarcely  aware  that  the  customary  ways  ever 
changed  or  should  be  changed.  They  were  "die-hard  conservatives” 
who  thought  that  the  only  safe  way  was  to  do  what  everyone  had 
always  done.  The  modern  idea  is  that  the  conduct  of  men  and 
their  relations  to  each  other  in  society  can  be  improved  by  deliber- 
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Frederick  Blaschke,  Sculptor  Courtesy  Field  Museum  of  Natural  History 

The  Dawn  of  Religion 

People  who  lived  in  western  France  thousands  of  years  ago  raised  tall  pillars 
of  stone  like  these  at  Carnac  in  Brittany.  We  may  imagine  that  here  is 
shown  a  priest  welcoming  the  sun  at  the  beginning  of  a  new  day. 

ately  thinking  up  new  ways  of  living  and  working  together.  This 
idea  was  unknown  to  our  primitive  ancestors. 

3.  Religious  and  philosophical  ideas  about  the  universe.  Prim¬ 
itive  man  understood  an  animal  pretty  well  because  it  was  alive 
and  active  as  he  himself  was.  He  understood  a  familiar  object, 
such  as  a  stone,  because  it  could  be  let  alone  or  made  use  of. 
What  troubled  him  most  were  the  active  and  uncontrollable 
changes  going  on  about  him  in  the  physical  world  which  might 
benefit  or  injure  him — the  heat  of  the  sun,  rain,  lightning  and 
thunder,  raging  floods  and  drouth,  fire,  pestilence,  and  death. 
These  mysteries  he  tried  to  explain,  and  the  only  explanation  he 
could  think  of  was  that  the  physical  world  about  him  was  alive, 
animated  like  himself— animated  by  desires  and  purposes,  fear, 
anger,  and  good  will.  If  his  crops  ripened  properly,  the  spirit  of 
sun  and  rain  was  in  a  friendly  mood;  if  they  were  spoiled  by  too 
much  or  too  little  of  sun  or  rain,  the  spirit  of  sun  or  rain  was 
angry  and  wished  to  punish  him.  In  order  to  obtain  the  good  will 
of  the  forces  that  might  benefit  or  injure  him,  he  therefore  did 
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or  did  not  do  those  things  that  he  thought  might  please  or  dis¬ 
please  them. 

Thus  arose  what  are  called  tabus— things  forbidden  to  do.  Our 
primitive  ancestors  had  many  tabus ,  some  of  which  survive  in  our 
half-hearted  superstitions:  the  notion,  for  example,  that  it  is  unlucky 
to  sit  with  thirteen  at  dinner,  or  to  look  at  the  new  moon  through 
a  window.  Many  primitive  tabus  were  useless.  Some  were  useful, 
but  for  reasons  not  understood.  Some  people  still  refuse  to  sleep 
in  a  room  with  windows  open  in  the  belief  that  “night  air”  gives 
people  malaria.  It  is  not  night  air,  but  mosquitos,  that  give  people 
malaria.  Closing  windows  is  useful  if  there  are  malarial  mosquitos 
around,  but  useless  if  there  is  nothing  but  night  air  around.  Our 
remote  ancestors  also  believed  in  magic — the  notion,  for  example, 
that  beating  a  drum  would  bring  rain,  or  that  wearing  a  “charmed” 
object  would  ward  off  disease,  or  that  imitating  the  movement  of 
growing  grain  by  leaping  high  in  the  air  would  make  the  crops 
grow.  Magic  was  their  science,  their  method  of  mastering  the 
forces  of  nature  for  their  own  use.  Science  is  our  magic — a  magic 
grounded  on  better  reasons. 

Closely  connected  with  tabus  and  magic  was  the  practice  of 
making  religious  sacrifices.  To  win  the  good  will  of  the  forces 
that  might  benefit  or  injure  them,  it  seemed  natural  to  sacrifice 
something  valuable — grain,  fruit,  animals.  The  greatest  sacrifice 
would  be  the  life  of  a  member  or  members  of  the  family  or  tribe. 
Human  sacrifice  was  widely  practiced  among  our  remote  ancestors. 
How  it  arose  is  not  known.  One  theory  is,  that,  when  men  began 
to  bury  their  dead,  they  noticed  that  useful  grains  grew  better 
where  the  earth  had  been  dug  up  for  burials.  From  this  fact  they 
inferred  that,  in  order  to  make  grain  grow,  it  was  first  necessary, 
not  that  the  ground  should  be  dug  up,  but  that  someone  should 
die.  It  may  be,  then,  that  our  remote  ancestors  practiced  human 
sacrifice  in  the  belief  that  only  by  this  solemn  and  dreadful  offer¬ 
ing  could  the  spirits  of  growth  and  fertility  be  sufficiently  pleased 
to  make  crops  grow. 

Tabus,  magic,  sacrificial  worship— all  these  notions  were  the  first 
blind  steps  of  men  toward  religion,  philosophy,  and  science,  the 
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first  effort  to  understand  the  mysterious  universe  and  to  make  the 
best  use  of  it.  It  is  in  all  these  matters  that  the  ideas  of  our 
remote  ancestors  were  most  unlike  our  own. 

III.  The  Invention  of  Writing,  Which  Enabled  Men  to 
Remember  History,  Preserve  Knowledge,  and 

Make  Progress 

How  our  ancestors  learned  the  art  of  writing.  The  people  who, 
about  6,000  years  ago,  had  advanced  farthest  on  the  long  road 
to  civilization  were  probably  the  Sumerians  living  in  the  valley 
of  the  Tigris-Euphrates,  and  the  Egyptians  living  in  the  valley 
of  the  Nile.  They  were  beginning  to  use  such  metals  as  tin 
and  copper,  and  bronze,  which  they  made  from  tin  and  copper. 
They  had  learned,  or  were  soon  to  learn,  how  to  make  wheeled 
carts  and  rowboats  and  sailboats.  Most  important  of  all,  they 
were  inventing  the  art  of  writing.  Six  thousand  years  ago 
Egyptian  peasants,  who  had  to  deliver  a  certain  number  of  baskets 
of  grain  to  a  tax  collector,  were  scratching,  on  the  walls  of  their 
huts,  crude  pictures  of  a  basket,  and  beside  it  a  mark  for  each 
basket  of  grain  delivered. 

The  first  writing  was  of  this  sort— picture  writing.  A  simple 
form  of  picture  writing  is  so  easy  that  nearly  all  primitive  peoples 
make  some  use  of  it.  A  long  time  ago  some  American  Indians  in 
five  canoes,  led  by  Chief  Kingfisher,  crossed  Lake  Superior  in 
three  days  and  landed  safely.  Wishing  to  preserve  the  knowledge 
of  this  memorable  event,  they  made  a  picture  record  of  it  on  a 
rock.  Here  is  a  fair  reproduction  of  it. 


To  make  a  crude  picture  of  objects ,  such  as  men  in  canoes,  was 
easy.  But  it  was  impossible  to  picture  an  idea,  such  as  “three 
days.”  So  the  Indians  united  their  symbol  for  the  sun  and  their 
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From  the  funerary  papyrus  of  Princess  Entiu-ny  ©  Ewing  Galloway 

Egyptian  Writing 

This  page  of  papyrus,  with  its  hieroglyphics,  dates  from  about  1025  b.c. 

The  people  shown  at  the  top  are  plowing  and  reaping  grain. 

symbol  for  the  sky  (g)  to  indicate  the  time  it  takes  the  sun  to 
move  through  the  arch  of  heaven,  one  day;  three  of  these  would 
mean  three  days.  Of  course  Chief  Kingfisher  wished  it  to  be 
known  that  he  was  the  redoubtable  leader  who  landed  them  all 
safely.  His  name  is  represented  by  the  bird  above  the  first  canoe, 
and  the  turtle,  which  was  the  Indian  symbol  for  “land,”  indicates 
that  they  landed  safely. 

This  is  simple  picture  writing,  in  which  pictures  and  symbols 
are  combined  to  represent  objects,  names  of  individuals,  and 
simple  ideas,  such  as  “day”  and  “landing.”  Many  primitive  people 
never  got  beyond  this;  but  the  modern  forms  of  writing,  although 
they  began  as  picture  writing,  no  longer  employ  pictures  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  shape  of  objects,  but  conventional  characters  to  represent 
words  or  the  sounds  which  make  up  words.  The  Chinese  and 
the  Japanese  developed  a  complex  system  of  writing  in  which 
each  word  is  represented  by  a  character  or  union  of  simple  char¬ 
acters.  Anything  can  be  expressed  in  this  writing,  but  it  is  dif¬ 
ficult  to  learn,  or  seems  so  to  us,  because  an  enormous  number  of 
characters  must  be  memorized— as  many  characters  as  there  are 
words  to  be  expressed. 

Our  writing,  unlike  that  of  the  Chinese  and  the  Japanese,  is  all 
done  with  an  alphabet  of  twenty-six  letters  or  characters  which 
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represent,  not  words,  but  the  elemental  sounds  which  are  used  to 
pronounce  words.  We  got  our  alphabet  from  the  Romans,  who 
got  it  from  the  Greeks.  Where  did  the  Greeks  get  it?  We  do 
not  know  for  certain,  but  it  is  probable  that  the  Greeks  perfected 
an  alphabet  which  they  borrowed  from  the  Phoenicians,  who  in 
turn  borrowed  it  from  the  Egyptians.  If  our  form  of  writing  came 
originally  from  the  Egyptians,  it  also,  like  the  Chinese,  began  as  a 
form  of  picture  writing;  but  it  developed  in  a  different  way,  for 
the  characters  came  to  represent,  not  the  shape  of  objects,  but 
the  syllable  sounds  of  the  spoken  word.  Since  there  are  a  great 
many  syllable  sounds,  this  system  had  many  characters  to  memor¬ 
ize.  But  in  the  course  of  time  separate  characters  were  devised 
to  represent,  not  the  syllable  sounds,  but  the  elemental  sounds 
which  together  make  up  the  syllable  sounds.  The  great  advantage 
of  this  was  that  with  a  few  such  characters  (twenty-six  in  our 
alphabet)  one  can,  by  the  proper  combination  of  characters, 
represent  the  sound  of  every  syllable  and  every  word. 

How  writing  increased  knowledge  of  history  and  also  changed 
the  character  of  history.  Having  invented  the  art  of  writing,  men 
began  to  keep  written  records  of  what  they  did  and  thought. 
At  first  such  records  were  few,  but,  as  the  art  of  writing  spread 
and  was  perfected,  such  records  became  more  complete  and 
detailed,  until  today,  in  every  civilized  country,  libraries  and 
public  buildings  and  many  private  houses  are  filled  with  printed 
and  manuscript  (handwritten)  records  of  every  sort.  Without 
such  records  the  history  of  mankind  would  have  been  very  dif¬ 
ferent  from  what  it  has  been;  and  without  such  records  we  could 
know  very  little  about  it,  whatever  it  was.  The  invention  of  the 
art  of  writing  was  therefore  an  event  of  the  greatest  importance: 
(1)  because  it  improved  our  method  of  learning  history;  (2) 
because  it  changed  the  ways  in  which  history  has  happened. 

1.  Written  records  improve  our  knowledge  of  history.  We  can 
learn  more  about  history  from  written  records  than  we  can  from 
physical  remains.  If  you  asked  a  historian  where  you  might  find 
something  about  Napoleon,  he  could  take  from  his  shelves  thirty- 
two  volumes  of  Napoleon's  letters  and  dispatches.  'These,"  he 
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would  say,  “are  only  a  few  of  the  sources  of  information  about 
Napoleon/'  But  if  you  asked  an  anthropologist  whether  the 
letters  and  dispatches  of  the  Heidelberg  Man  were  available,  he 
would  have  to  say,  “No,  unfortunately,  the  Heidelberg  Man  left 
nothing  but  his  jaw  bone.”  Obviously  a  great  deal  more  can  be 
learned  about  a  man  who  left  thirty-two  volumes  of  letters  than 
about  one  who  left  nothing  but  his  jaw  bone.  This  is  why  we 
know  so  much  more  about  the  last  5,000  or  6,000  years  of  human 
history  than  we  do  about  the  250,000  or  500,000  years  before  that 
time. 

Written  records  not  only  give  us  more  knowledge  than  phys¬ 
ical  remains;  they  give  us  a  different  kind  of  knowledge.  The 
man  whom  we  call  the  Heidelberg  Man  did  not  call  himself  the 
Heidelberg  Man.  We  don't  even  know  whether  he  had  a  name. 
But  the  man  whom  we  call  Napoleon  called  himself  Napoleon. 
We  have  his  signed  letters;  and  these  letters  tell  us  what  he  per¬ 
sonally  did  from  day  to  day.  We  know  what  he  did  on  Decem¬ 
ber  2,  1805;  he  won  the  battle  of  Austerlitz.  What  the  Heidelberg 
Man  was  doing  on  December  2,  or  on  any  other  day,  we  do  not 
know;  his  jaw  bone  tells  us  only  that  men  with  that  kind  of  jaw 
bone  must  have  been  living  some  time  in  Europe.  Physical  remains 
give  us  general  information  about  tribes  or  races;  they  tell  us  what 
kind  of  things  such  men  must  have  done,  but  not  what  any  one 
man  did.  Written  records  give  us  particular  information  about 
the  particular  acts  of  individuals  or  groups.  They  give  us  those 
innumerable  “dates  and  names,”  so  hard  to  learn,  which  enable 
us  to  tell  a  connected  story  or  history  (a  Greek  word  meaning 
story)  of  particular  events. 

2.  Written  records  change  the  course  and  character  of  history. 

Like  any  other  tool,  the  art  of  writing  adds  something  to  the 
natural  power  of  men.  A  mechanical  tool  adds  to  man’s  physical 
power.  With  an  axe  our  primitive  ancestors  could  cut  down  a 
tree— something  they  could  not  do  with  their  bare  hands.  Writ¬ 
ing  is  a  mental  tool— an  instrument  that  enabled  our  ancestors  to 
know  what  they  could  not  know,  or  know  so  well,  with  their 
brains  alone.  It  enabled  them  to  preserve  and  hand  on  to  others 
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the  kind  of  knowledge  which  makes  civilized  men  so  much  better 
off  than  primitive  men  and  animals.  What  kind  of  knowledge  is 
this? 

Your  dog,  Rover,  a  primitive  African  pygmy,  and  you  are  each 
of  you  always  living  in  a  particular  place  at  a  particular  time.  Each 
has  a  brain  that  “thinks’7— that  knows  something  about  himself 
and  what  goes  on  at  the  moment  in  the  place  where  he  is.  This 
knowledge  can  be  extended  by  memory — the  memory  of  what  has 
been  said  and  done  in  other  times  and  places.  Even  Rover  can 
remember  to  some  extent,  but  not  many  things  nor  for  long,  since 
he  has  to  depend  almost  entirely  on  his  own  unaided  memory; 
other  dogs  can  tell  him  very  little  about  what  they  have  done  or 
seen.  An  African  pygmy  can  remember  more  things  and  for  a 
longer  time  than  Rover  can,  because  his  memory  is  aided  by 
speech:  other  pygmies  can  tell  him  what  they  have  done  and 
seen,  and  what  still  others  have  told  them.  But  the  pygmies 
may  forget ,  and  what  is  forgotten  is  lost,  since  they  cannot  refresh 
their  memories  by  consulting  a  notebook:  a  written  record. 

You  and  I  have  this  advantage  over  Rover  and  the  pygmies — 
we  can  consult  the  written  records  which  tell  what  has  been  done 
and  thought  in  many  places  and  in  past  times.  By  consulting  these 
records,  we  can  extend  our  memories  artificially — we  can  remem¬ 
ber  at  second-hand  what  we  have  not  done  or  seen,  what  no  one 
living  has  done  or  seen.  While  we  look  hungrily  at  our  breakfast 
bacon  and  coffee,  we  can  remember  that  the  Chinese  are  having 
tea  and  rice,  that  in  500  b.  c.  Confucius  advised  us  not  to  do  to 
others  what  we  would  not  have  them  do  to  us,  and  that  on 
December  2,  1805,  Napoleon  won  the  battle  of  Austerlitz.  When 
we  think  in  this  way,  we  are  using  our  second-hand  memories  to 
make  a  larger  world  of  the  imagination.  We  are  pushing  back  the 
confining  walls  of  time  and  space,  making  long-distance  connec¬ 
tions  with  people  we  have  never  seen  and  cannot  otherwise  know. 
It  is  because  we  can  do  this  that  our  thinking  and  our  conduct 
is  determined,  not  merely  by  what  goes  on  before  our  eyes,  but 
also  by  what  other  people  have  done  and  thought  in  other  places 
and  in  past  times. 
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Our  primitive  ancestors  could  think  in  this  way  only  to  a 
limited  extent.  Their  thinking  was  largely  about  what  went  on 
before  their  eyes  in  the  small  community  in  which  they  lived. 
They  had  no  way  of  knowing  what  was  happening  a  hundred  miles 
away  or  what  had  happened  a  hundred  years  before.  It  was  the 
art  of  writing  that  gave  them  knowledge  of  a  larger  world.  Since 
their  laws  and  customs,  once  written  down,  could  be  at  once  more 
complete  and  more  precisely  known,  they  could  live  in  larger 
communities,  and  even  build  great  empires.  From  written 
records,  they  could  know  more  about  memorable  men  and  events 
and  be  more  certain  about  what  they  knew.  They  could  know 
and  discuss,  not  only  what  they  did  and  thought,  but  what  other 
men  living  elsewhere  or  long  ago  had  done  and  thought. 

Thus  in  the  course  of  time  knowledge  of  man  and  his  world 
was  collected,  stored  up,  and  perpetuated  in  written  records. 
Those  who  guarded  and  interpreted  the  records  became  a  class 
apart— a  class  of  scribes,  priests,  philosophers.  These  were  the 
learned  men,  who  nourished  their  minds  on  stored-up  knowledge 
not  available  to  common  men.  and  formulated,  for  the  guidance 
of  common  men,  ideas  about  the  mysterious  universe,  the  meaning 
of  life,  and  the  nature  and  purpose  of  the  gods  who  shape  human 
destiny. 

Thus  the  invention  of  writing  changed  the  character  of  history. 
It  enabled  our  remote  ancestors  to  pass  beyond  that  simple  way 
of  living  which  we  call  barbarism  to  that  more  complex  way  of 
life  which  we  call  civilization. 

How  rapidly  does  man  make  progress?  This  question  can  be 
properly  answered  only  if  we  take  a  long-time  view  of  the  entire 
life  of  mankind.  Men  seem  to  have  learned  very  slowly,  and 
their  ability  to  discover  new  ways  of  living  has  depended  in  great 
part  on  the  tools  and  instruments  of  power  they  have  had  to  use. 
In  this  chapter  we  have  noted  how  men  changed  their  ways  of 
living  during  the  500,000  years  from  the  Erect-Ape-Man  to  the 
invention  of  writing  about  6,000  years  ago.  They  changed  their 
ways  of  living  from  that  of  animals  to  that  of  civilized  people  by 
gradually  making  certain  discoveries  and  inventions.  Chief  among 
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these  were  fire,  hand  tools,  the  raising  of  grain  for  food,  the  use 
of  animals  for  food  and  work,  crude  plows,  wheeled  carts,  row¬ 
boats  and  sailboats,  weaving  cloth,  pottery,  building  crude  houses, 
language  and  the  art  of  writing.  These  we  may  call  the  most 
necessary  tools  and  instruments  of  power  which  men  had  to  have 
in  order  to  be  civilized.  They  were  all  in  use  about  5,000  or  6,000 
years  ago. 

With  these  tools  men  were  ready  to  build  up  the  different 
types  of  civilization  which  we  shall  learn  about  in  this  book. 
They  greatly  improved  these  fundamental  tools,  chiefly  by  making 
them  from  metal  instead  of  stone,  wood,  or  bone.  They  became 
more  skilful  in  using  tools  and  they  learned  to  make  useful  things 
better,  and  more  of  them.  They  learned  to  build  cities  and  to  live 
together  in  large  states  because  they  devised  better  laws  and 
government.  They  learned  how  to  trade  by  sea  and  land,  how 
to  organize  armies  and  fight  wars  of  conquest.  Their  greatest 
achievements  were  in  developing  the  powers  of  mind— achieve¬ 
ments  in  art  and  letters,  philosophy,  mathematical  and  geographic 
knowledge,  the  working  out  of  political,  social,  and  religious  ideas. 
Nevertheless,  from  the  time  when  civilization  began  until  not  so 
very  long  ago,  men  continued  to  use  hand  tools  and  did  not  find 
out  how  to  make  much  use  of  machines.  Only  two  hundred  years 
ago  men  were  still  tilling  the  soil,  building,  traveling,  and  sending 
messages  in  much  the  same  way  that  the  first  civilized  people  had 
done.  They  had  more  and  better  tools,  but  these  were  essentially 
the  same  kind  of  tools  that  had  been  invented  long  before. 

Perhaps  men  could  not  greatly  change  their  ways  of  living  until 
they  had  discovered  new  sources  of  power:  magnetism,  artificial 
explosives,  steam,  electricity,  and  radiation.  In  discovering  and 
making  use  of  these  new  sources  of  power  to  drive  our  machines, 
we  have  greatly  increased,  and  made  more  exact,  our  knowledge 
of  man  and  the  world  in  which  he  lives.  We  have  invented  in¬ 
numerable  tools  and  machines  which  enable  us  to  make  things, 
move  from  place  to  place,  and  communicate  information  with  a 
speed  and  efficiency  never  before  possible.  The  result  is  that 
within  a  very  short  time,  compared  to  the  long  history  of  man,  our 
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ways  of  living  and  our  ideas  about  life  have  changed  so  profoundly 
that  Aristotle  would  be  more  at  home  in  the  world  of  Newton 
than  Newton  would  be  in  the  world  of  Einstein. 

What  will  all  this  new  knowledge  and  power  lead  to?  Just 
now  it  seems  to  be  leading  to  confusion.  In  a  land  of  plenty 
thousands  go  hungry.  This  is  perhaps  because  our  power  has  in¬ 
creased  more  rapidly  than  our  ability  to  make  good  use  of  it. 
Power,  properly  used,  is  not  a  bad  thing,  and  if  men  learn  to  use 
their  new  power  wisely  they  should  be  able  to  create  a  civilization 
far  better  than  any  yet  known. 

How  rapidly  then  does  man  make  progress?  No  one  can  doubt 
that  men  made  progress,  although  very  slowly,  from  the  Erect- 
Ape-Man  to  the  invention  of  writing.  No  one  can  doubt  that 
they  made  progress  more  rapidly  during  the  much  shorter  time 
which  has  elapsed  since  civilization  began.  If  the  entire  life  of 
man  on  earth,  which  the  anthropologists  put  at  500,000  years, 
were  compressed  within  one  day  of  twenty-four  hours,  then  the 
time  from  the  invention  of  writing  to  the  invention  of  radio  would 
be  about  seventeen  minutes.  This  chapter  has  related  the  prog¬ 
ress  made  by  man  during  the  first  twenty-three  hours  and  forty- 
three  minutes  of  his  career.  The  rest  of  the  book  will  relate  the 
progress  made  by  man  during  the  last  seventeen  minutes  of  his 
career.  It  would  be  unreasonable  of  us  to  expect  him  to  make  a 
great  deal  of  progress  in  seventeen  minutes. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  How  do  we  measure  time?  About  how  long  have  men  had  a 
calendar  to  measure  time?  How  does  an  anthropologist  meas¬ 
ure  time  before  men  had  a  calendar? 

2.  Have  you  ever  seen  any  physical  remains  of  early  men? 
Where?  What  were  they? 

3.  Why  do  anthropologists  believe  that  the  few  bones  and  skull 
caps  found  near  Peking  and  Heidelberg,  and  in  Sussex  are  the 
remains  of  real  men? 

4.  What  were  the  three  most  important  steps  that  early  men  had 
to  take  on  the  road  to  civilization?  Do  we  know  how  or  when 
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Our  remote  ancestors,  who  learned  to  hunt 
with  bows  and  arrows,  to  make  smooth  stone 
tools,  to  grow  barley,  millet,  and  flax,  to 
weave  cloth,  to  make  pottery,  and  to  build 
houses,  to  use  domestic  animals,  who  be¬ 
lieved  in  magic,  tabus,  and  human  sacrifice. 


12,000 


Cro-Magnon  Men — who  hunted  with  throwing  stick,  made 
skin  clothes,  rough  stone  tools,  bone  needles;  who  lived  in 
caves,  on  the  walls  of  which  they  scratched  pictures. 


Piltdown  Man,  whogot  crude  stone  tools,  and 
idea  of  a  tool  and  tried  could  speak  a  little. 


Erect-Ape-Man.  to  chip  stone  tools. 
Was  he  a  man? 


28 


THE  EARLIEST  CIVILIZATIONS 


men  learned  to  talk?  What  proof  has  the  anthropologist  that 
early  men  made  fires  and  tools? 

5.  What  do  you  mean  when  you  say  that  someone  “invents” 
something?  Why  does  an  inventor  need  to  have  a  general 
idea  of  a  tool  or  machine  before  he  can  make  it?  Can  you 
guess  how  some  early  man  first  got  the  “idea”  of  any  kind 
of  tool  at  all?  Do  you  think  this  was  the  most  important 
invention  ever  made?  If  so,  give  your  reasons.  How  do  you 
suppose  that  men  made  their  first  tool  without  other  tools  to 
make  it  with?  Could  you  make  an  Indian  arrow  head,  for 
example,  without  tools? 

6.  Do  you  think  that  early  men  were  stupid  to  take  so  long  to 
invent  a  few  tools,  learn  how  to  make  fire,  and  talk?  If  you 
had  lived  with  them,  do  you  think  that  you  could  have  done 
any  better? 

7.  What  could  Cro-Magnon  men  do  that  Neanderthal  men 
could  not  do?  Can  you  draw  animals  as  well  as  Cro-Magnon 
artists  drew  them?  (See  illustrations,  pp.  1,  10.)  Do  you  think 
Cro-Magnon  boys  and  girls  could  learn  to  read  and  write, 
study  history,  and  drive  automobiles  if  they  grew  up  and  went 
to  school  with  you? 

8.  By  what  tests  do  anthropologists  group  human  beings  into 
different  races?  Do  they  use  language  as  a  test?  What  are 
the  three  main  divisions  of  the  human  race?  Where  were  the 
people  living  who  belonged  to  each  of  these  divisions  15,000 
years  ago? 

9.  How  do  we  know  places  where  our  remote  ancestors  lived? 
How  do  we  learn  from  refuse  heaps  that  the  Swiss  Lake 
Dwellers  improved  their  ways  of  living?  What  did  the  Lake 
Dwellers  know  that  the  Cro-Magnon  men  did  not  know? 
What  discoveries  did  our  remote  ancestors  make  which  en¬ 
abled  them  to  give  up  hunting  for  their  living  and  to  settle 
down  to  live  in  one  place? 

10.  What  sort  of  things  that  you  know  do  you  think  Swiss  Lake 
Dwellers  could  understand?  Name  a  few  of  the  things  that 
you  have  had  to  learn  that  young  people  in  the  Swiss  Lake 
villages  did  not  have  to  learn.  Why  do  we  think  that  our 
remote  ancestors  were  “conservatives”?  How  did  they  explain 
the  changes  that  went  on  in  the  physical  world?  What  do 
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you  understand  by  “sacrifice/’  “tabu/’  “magic”?  Explain: 
“Magic  was  their  science  .  .  .  science  is  our  magic.” 

11.  By  what  steps  did  picture  writing  develop  into  writing  with 
an  alphabet?  How  would  you  learn  history  if  there  were  no 
books  to  read?  What  sort  of  history  do  anthropologists  learn 
from  remains?  Why  can  we  call  writing  a  mental  tool?  Can 
you  imagine  how  we  would  all  be  living  today  if  writing  had 
never  been  invented?  Would  you  be  going  to  school? 

12.  Can  you  explain  why  man’s  progress  depends  on  his  having 
tools  and  power  to  drive  machines?  How  has  man  improved 
his  ways  of  living  with  tools,  steam,  electricity?  Why  is  it 
necessary  for  men  to  improve  their  minds  as  well  as  to  learn 
to  use  tools  and  power?  When  did  Aristotle  live?  When 
did  Newton  live?  Why  has  man  made  much  more  rapid 
progress  during  the  last  seventeen  minutes  than  during  the 
first  twenty-three  hours  and  forty-three  minutes  of  his  career? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Words  to  learn  well  because  you  will  need  them  now  and  in 


later  life: 

civilization 

savage 

manufacture 

symbol 

historian 

race 

technological 

character 

anthropology 

Aryan 

conventional 

general 

primitive 

custom 

generation 

particular 

political 

economic 

barbarism 

community 

architecture 

social 

philosophy 

progress 

2.  When  you  tell  when  an  event  happened,  you  “date”  it.  When 
you  say  the  Declaration  of  Independence  was  signed  in  1776, 
you  mean  1776  years  after  the  birth  of  Christ  (a.  d.).  For 
dates  before  Christ  (b.c.)  our  time  clock  runs  backward. 
The  date  of  Caesar’s  death  is  44  b.  c.  There  are  no  dates  for 
any  events  that  happened  in  the  Swiss  Lake  villages  because 
the  Lake  Dwellers  lived  before  men  had  invented  a  calendar. 
That  is  why  there  are  few  exact  dates  in  this  chapter.  Which 
of  the  approximate  dates  do  you  think  you  should  remember? 

3.  When  you  make  a  “date”  with  anyone,  you  must  know  where, 
as  well  as  when,  to  meet  him.  You  must  know  where  events 
happened  in  history  as  well  as  when  they  happened.  You 
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must  use  the  geography  you  have  learned  already  and  also 
learn  more  geography.  What  countries  and  places  have  been 
mentioned  in  this  chapter  that  are  unfamiliar  to  you? 

4.  Make  a  time  chart  to  show  the  rate  of  progress  of  early  men. 
Show  the  relative  length  of  time  to  the  Piltdown  Man,  to  the 
disappearance  of  the  Neanderthal  men,  to  the  disappearance 
of  the  Cro-Magnon  men,  to  the  invention  of  writing.  List 
the  inventions  and  discoveries  in  each  of  these  periods. 

5.  Subject  for  debate:  The  art  of  writing  has  done  more  to  aid 
human  progress  than  printing  or  the  radio. 

6.  Try  to  record  a  recent  event  in  picture  writing  and  let  your 
classmates  try  to  read  it.  Note  what  they  do  not  understand 
and  then  try  to  make  the  record  clearer. 

7.  Topics  for  reports:  (Look  in  the  books  listed  at  the  end  of 
this  chapter  for  information  about  any  topic  you  select.)  How 
men  changed  their  ways  of  living  by  domesticating  animals. 
How  agriculture  began.  How  early  craftsmen  made  stone 
tools  and  weapons.  Tabus  and  magic.  Early  builders.  How 
early  men  learned  to  make  clothes. 

Selected  References 

General  reading 

You  will  find  it  useful  to  look  up  the  same  topic  in  several 
texts,  to  see  what  differences  you  find.  Many  history  texts  might 
be  consulted.  Only  a  few  of  them  are  listed  here. 

Magoffin  and  Duncalf,  Ancient  and  Medieval  History ,  pp.  3- 
25.  Webster,  History  of  Mankind ,  pp.  1-26.  McKinley,  How¬ 
land,  Dann,  World  History  in  the  Making ,  pp.  1-22.  Hayes  and 
Moon,  Ancient  and  Medieval  History ,  pp.  4-32. 

The  following  general  histories  offer  interesting  reading  and 
additional  facts. 

G.  Parsons,  The  Stream  of  History.  H.  Van  Loon,  Story  of 
Mankind.  IT  G.  Wells,  A  Short  History  of  the  World;  Outline 
of  History.  F.  S.  Marvin,  The  Living  Past.  L.  Thorndyke,  A 
Short  History  of  Civilization.  F.  W.  Blackmar,  History  of 
Human  Society. 
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More  detailed  accounts 

Easy  reading.  M.  E.  Boyle,  Man  Before  History.  F.  A.  Kum- 
mer.  The  First  Days  of  Man;  The  First  Days  of  Knowledge.  E. 
Clodd,  The  Childhood  of  the  World;  The  Story  of  Primitive 
Man.  M.  J.  Reynolds,  How  Man  Conquered  Nature.  M.  and 
C.  H.  B.  Ouennell,  Everyday  Life  in  the  Old  Stone  Age;  Everyday 
Life  in  the  New  Stone ,  Bronze,  and  Early  Iron  Ages.  H.  Peake 
and  H.  J.  Fleure,  The  Steppe  and  the  Sown. 

More  advanced.  M.  C.  Burkitt,  Our  Forerunners.  H.  F. 
Osborn,  Men  of  the  Old  Stone  Age.  H.  F.  Cleland,  Our  Pre¬ 
historic  Ancestors.  A.  L.  Kroeber,  Anthropology.  H.  J.  E.  Peake, 
Early  Steps  in  Human  Progress.  V.  G.  Childe,  The  Bronze  Age; 
The  Dawn  of  European  Civilization.  R.  U.  Sayce,  Primitive  Arts 
and  Crafts. 

Historical  novels 

H.  M.  Burr,  Around  the  Fire.  Jack  London,  Before  Adam. 
S.  Waterloo,  The  Story  of  Ah.  F.  Rolt- Wheeler,  The  Finder  of 
Fire.  A.  C.  Laut,  The  Wonder  Stick.  H.  R.  Garis,  Tam  of  the 
Fire  Cave.  G.  Langford,  Pic,  the  Weapon  Maker.  G.  Trent, 
Hunters  Long  Ago. 
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CIVILIZATIONS  THAT  WERE  ANCIENT 

BEFORE  THE  GREEKS  AND  ROMANS  WERE  HEARD  OF 


If  the  brigand  be  not  captured,  the  man  who  has  been 
robbed,  shall,  in  the  presence  of  God,  make  an  itemized 
statement  of  his  loss,  and  the  city  and  the  governor,  in  whose 
province  and  jurisdiction  the  robbery  was  committed,  shall 
compensate  him  for  whatever  was  lost. 

Code  of  Hammurabi,  about  2000  b.c. 

This  chapter  tells  about  the  most  ancient  civilizations.  In  the 

last  chapter  we  learned  something  about  the  slow  progress  of 
man  during  the  long  period  before  civilization.  The  rest  of  the 
book  will  tell  the  story  of  civilization  during  the  last  6,000  years— 
more  especially  the  civilization  of  western  Asia  and  Europe,  from 
which  our  own  civilization  has  come. 

Until  recently  little  was  known  about  any  civilization  earlier 
than  that  of  the  ancient  Greeks.  Historians  used  the  term 
“Ancient  History”  to  mean  Greek  and  Roman  history.  But  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  half  century  many  excavations  have  been  made  in 
Greece,  the  island  of  Crete,  Asia  Minor,  Egypt,  and  the  valleys  of 
the  Tigris  and  Euphrates  rivers.  These  excavations  have  un¬ 
covered  remains  of  many  buried  cities.  Besides  monuments  and 
ruined  buildings,  these  discoveries  include  written  records  on 
clay  tablets  and  papyri— law  codes,  epic  poems,  official  documents, 
letters,  and  business  contracts. 

These  discoveries  have  greatly  extended  our  knowledge  of  events 
and  peoples  before  the  Greeks  and  Romans.  We  now  know  that 
during  the  long  period  from  about  3500  b.  c.  to  about  500  b.  c. 
highly  developed  civilizations  existed  in  Babylonia,  Egypt,  Crete, 
and  Greece,  and  also  in  India  and  China.  These  civilizations 
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were  already  “old”  before  Greeks  and  Romans  were  heard  of. 
This  chapter  will  tell  about  these  really  “ancient”  civilizations. 

The  most  important  of  these  ancient  civilizations  for  us  are 
those  that  flourished  in  Babylonia,  Egypt,  and  Crete,  because  our 
own  civilization  can  be  traced  back  to  them.  But  still  we  need  to 
know  something  about  the  ancient  civilizations  of  India  and 
China.  Everyone  ought  to  know  something  about  the  famous 
Hindu  philosopher,  Buddha,  as  well  as  about  the  famous  Chinese 
philosopher,  Confucius.  Let  us  begin  with  Hindu  civilization  in 
India  and  the  ideas  of  the  greatest  Hindu  thinker— Buddha. 

I.  Ancient  Civilizations  in  Asia 

Hindu  civilization  in  the  time  of  Buddha  (dates  uncertain,  about 
550-487  B.  C.).  Excavations  begun  in  1922  have  uncovered  ruins 
of  ancient  buried  cities  in  the  Indus  valley.  From  these  dis¬ 
coveries  we  know  that  there  was,  more  than  3,000  years  b.c.,  in 
northwest  India,  an  advanced  native  civilization  very  similar  to 
that  which  flourished  at  the  same  time  in  the  valley  of  the  Tigris 
and  Euphrates  rivers.  But  for  some  reason,  perhaps  a  gradual 
change  in  climate,  this  early  native  civilization  seems  to  have  dis¬ 
appeared. 

About  1500  b.  c.,  Hindus  migrated  from  the  plains  of  central 
Asia  into  India.  They  were  originally  a  light-skinned  people 
speaking  an  Aryan  language  (Sanskrit) — a  language  closely  related 
to  Greek  and  Latin  and  the  Germanic  languages  of  Europe.  We 
learn  something  of  their  history  from  their  Vedic  poems,  much  as 
we  learn  about  the  Greeks  from  the  Homeric  poems  (p.  108). 
Coming  into  India  as  conquerors,  they  imposed  their  rule  on  the 
dark-skinned  natives,  the  Dravidians.  Perhaps  the  fertility  of  the 
soil,  the  warm  climate,  and  conquered  natives  to  work  for  them 
made  it  unnecessary  for  the  Hindus  to  bother  much  about  food, 
shelter,  and  the  practical  side  of  life.  At  any  rate,  whatever  the 
reason  may  have  been,  the  Hindus  became  less  interested  in  an 
active  life  than  in  thought  and  meditation.  They  have  never 
achieved  great  things  in  political  or  economic  organization,  in 
scientific  discovery  or  mechanical  invention.  But  no  other  people 
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has  ever  been  so  deeply  interested  in  religious  and  philosophical 
thought.  Unlike  Europeans,  they  have  had  little  faith  in  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  changing  the  world  to  suit  men’s  purposes.  They  have 
always  thought  that  the  important  thing  is  to  understand  the 
world  in  order  to  find  the  “Right  Way”  for  men  to  live  in  it. 

The  highest  and  most  honored  class  were  Brahmans— phil¬ 
osopher-priests  who  performed  religious  rites  and  explained  the 
sacred  religious  books.  Hindus  were  deeply  impressed  by  the 
misery  and  shortness  of  man’s  life  on  earth,  and  the  changes  which 
were  always  going  on  about  them  in  the  world.  The  Brahmans 
taught  them  that  there  was  an  unchanging  spirit  or  god  who  con¬ 
trolled  the  changing  world.  They  also  said  that  the  soul  of  every 
man  is  immortal;  it  has  lived  from  the  beginning  of  time  in  the 
bodies  of  other  men  or  animals;  it  will  live  to  the  end  of  time  in 
the  bodies  of  other  men  or  animals.  This  belief  is  called  the 
reincarnation  or  transmigration  of  the  soul.  To  those  who  be¬ 
lieved  it,  the  joys  and  sorrows  of  this  brief  life  seemed  to  have 
little  importance.  The  great  question  was  how  to  find  the  Right 
Way  of  Life  by  which  the  soul  of  any  man  can  free  itself  from 
the  troubles  of  life,  join  itself  to  the  universal,  unchanging  spirit, 
and  so  attain  the  highest  good,  everlasting  peace,  Nirvana. 

In  all  times  and  places  civilized  men  have  asked  and  tried  to 
answer  such  questions.  The  Hindus  thought  of  nearly  all  the 
possible  answers.  Some  said  the  Right  Way  of  Life  was  to  observe 
religious  rites;  others  said  that  philosophical  knowledge  would  lead 
to  the  Right  Way.  Still  others  said  that  those  who  controlled 
their  evil  passions  by  fasting  and  punishing  their  bodies  would 
find  the  Right  Way  of  Life.  Which  of  these  answers  was  the 
right  one?  The  people  hoped  that  a  great  teacher,  a  Buddha, 
would  come  to  reveal  the  Right  Way.  Siddhartha  Godima  (or 
Gautama)  proved  to  be  the  Buddha  whom  many  people  were 
looking  for. 

In  his  youth  Godima  lived  in  luxury,  devoting  himself  to 
pleasure.  At  the  age  of  twenty-nine,  bored  by  this  way  of  life, 
he  abandoned  his  possessions  and  left  his  family  in  order  to  find 
the  Right  Way.  He  tried  first  the  philosophical  way,  studying  all 
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the  theories  of  his  time.  Dissatisfied  with  this,  he  tried  the  ascetic 
way.  With  five  disciples  he  retired  to  the  jungle,  and  there 
engaged  in  fasting,  sleeplessness, 
and  scourging  of  the  body  until 
from  weakness  he  fainted  away. 

Upon  recovering  consciousness  he 
amazed  his  disciples  by  demanding 
food.  Renouncing  the  ascetic  way, 
he  then  wandered  off  by  himself 
until  one  day,  sitting  under  a  great 
tree,  his  mind  was  suddenly  illu¬ 
minated.  He  then  saw  clearly  the 
Right  Way.  He  realized  that  he 
was  an  Enlightened  One,  a  Buddha. 

For  the  rest  of  his  life  he  gathered 
disciples,  teaching  them  the  Right 
Way.  What  was  this  Right  Way? 

Buddha  taught  four  truths :  ( 1 ) 
human  life  is  full  of  evil  and  suf¬ 
fering;  (2)  evil  and  suffering  arise 
from  ignorance— men  follow  desires 
and  ambitions  without  knowing 
which  desires  and  ambitions  are 
worthwhile;  (3)  evil  and  suffering 
can  be  avoided  by  knowledge — by 
learning  what  desires  and  ambitions 
are  good;  (4)  there  is  an  Eight-Fold 
Middle  Path  which  leads  to  this 
knowledge. 

The  Fourth  Truth  is  the  most  important  because  it  tells  men 
the  eight  things  to  be  done  in  order  to  live  the  good  life.  The 
Eight-Fold  Middle  Path  comprises:  (1)  right  views— a  knowledge 
of  the  four  truths;  (2)  right  intentions— bear  no  malice,  do  no 
harm;  (3)  right  speech— tell  no  lies,  speak  not  harshly,  slander 
no  one;  (4)  right  conduct — do  not  kill,  do  not  steal,  do  no  im¬ 
moral  act;  (5)  right  livelihood— engage  in  no  occupation  that 


©Wide  World  Photos 

One  of  the  Oldest  Buddhas 

This  stone  image,  found  in 
China,  weighs  two  tons  and  is 
believed  to  have  been  carved 
about  400  a,  d. 
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injures  others;  (6)  right  effort — suppress  evil  thoughts,  cultivate 
good  ones;  (7)  right  mindfulness — know  thyself  since  “self  is  the 
lord  of  self’;  (8)  right  rapture— by  concentration  and  meditation 
attain  peace  and  serenity,  the  ecstasy  of  Nirvana.  Most  civilized 
people  today  still  profess,  even  if  they  do  not  always  practice, 
most  of  these  commonplace  moral  precepts. 

Buddhism  had  a  great  influence  on  the  religious  life  of  India, 
but  it  was  less  widely  accepted  in  the  land  where  it  began  than  in 
other  countries— in  Ceylon,  Burma,  Siam,  Japan,  and  especially 
China.  Buddha  is  one  of  three  teachers  whom  the  Chinese 
greatly  revere.  The  other  two  are  Lao-Tzu  and  Confucius. 

Chinese  civilization  in  the  time  of  Confucius,  551-478  B.  C. 
Chinese  civilization  is  very  old,  but  we  know  little  about  the 
beginnings  of  it,  partly  because  few  material  remains  have  been 
discovered,  partly  because  the  earliest  Chinese  historians  tell  us 
tales  too  marvelous  to  be  true— such  as  that  the  first  man,  Panku, 
created  the  world  out  of  chaos  with  hammer  and  chisel,  and  that 
thirteen  Celestial  Emperors  each  ruled  18,000  years. 

Among  the  earliest  written  records  are  the  Book  of  History  and 
Spring  and  Summer  Annals ,  both  of  which  were  formerly  thought 
to  have  been  (but  probably  were  not)  compiled  by  Confucius. 
There  is  also  a  collection  of  ancient  ballads,  the  Book  of  Odes. 
From  these  and  other  sources  of  information,  it  is  clear  that  long 
before  Confucius'  time  the  Chinese  had  developed  a  civilized  life. 
They  had  invented  writing,  had  a  calendar  for  measuring  time, 
a  system  of  weights  and  measures,  knew  how  to  irrigate  their 
fields,  how  to  make  bricks  for  building,  how  to  manufacture  silk. 

Confucius  thought  that  in  earlier  times  the  country  had  been 
ruled  by  one  emperor,  and  that  life  was  much  more  prosperous 
and  peaceful  than  in  his  own  time.  Whether  or  not  this  was  so, 
it  is  true  that  in  Confucius’  time  the  country  was  ruled  by  many 
princes  who  were  continually  fighting  each  other.  It  was  a  time  of 
confusion  and  insecurity,  somewhat  like  the  feudal  period  in  west¬ 
ern  Europe  (about  900  to  1200  a.  d.,  p.  208).  But  China’s  age  of 
feudalism  was  already  old  when  Confucius  was  born,  551  b.  c. 

At  this  time  many  educated  men,  feeling  it  useless  to  strive 
against  such  political  anarchy,  were  withdrawing  from  public 
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Courtesy  Fogg  Art  Museum 

An  Early  Chinese  Painting,  Attributed  to  Ch’ien  Hsuan 


affairs  to  live  a  simple  life  in  the  country.  Their  state  of  mind  was 
reflected  in  the  teaching  attributed  to  Lao-Tzu,  who  was  supposed 
to  have  lived  somewhat  earlier  than  Confucius.  Lao-Tzu  taught 
that  the  cause  of  everything  was  Tao,  which  may  be  translated 
‘Taw  of  Nature”  or  “Universal  Spirit.”  Those  who  struggle  for 
worldly  possessions  and  honors  can  know  Tao  only  as  it  manifests 
itself  in  material  things.  But  material  things  pass  away,  and  those 
only  are  truly  wise  who  desire  nothing,  strive  not,  and  submit 
with  untroubled  spirit  to  all  that  comes.  The  philosophy  of  Lao- 
tzu  was,  therefore,  suited  to  those  who  found  the  highest  virtue  in 
submitting  to  an  evil  world  rather  than  in  trying  to  reform  it. 

The  teaching  of  Confucius  was  just  the  opposite  of  this.  He 
taught  that  men  could  reform  an  evil  world  by  reforming  them¬ 
selves.  “The  world,”  he  said,  “had  fallen  into  decay,  and  right 
principles  had  disappeared.  Perverse  discourse  and  oppressive 
deeds  were  waxen  rife.”  Confucius,  therefore,  labored  to  restore 
the  world  to  the  good  discourse  and  right  principles  supposed  to 
have  prevailed  in  times  long  past,  which  he  thought  of  as  a  lost 
golden  age.  This  he  thought  could  be  easily  done  by  a  good  ruler 
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well  instructed.  “If  any  ruler/’  he  said,  “would  submit  to  me  as 
his  director  ...  for  three  years,  I  should  attain  the  realization  of 
all  my  hopes.”  For  a  short  time  Confucius  served  as  the  director 
of  a  ruler,  and  it  is  said  that  during  that  time  “dishonesty  and  dis¬ 
soluteness  hid  their  heads.”  But  the  ruler  soon  became  weary  of 
well-doing  and  dismissed  Confucius.  He  then  wandered  from 
state  to  state,  but  no  ruler  would  listen  to  him  for  more  than  a 
short  time,  and  Confucius  got  the  reputation  of  being  a  queer 
busybody.  Little  honored  in  his  lifetime,  it  was  only  after  his 
death  that  he  became,  and  has  remained,  the  most  revered  of 
China’s  great  men. 

He  is  revered,  not  for  any  reforms  he  achieved,  but  for  his 
ethical  teaching,  that  is,  his  ideas  about  the  right  way  to  live.  He 
is  revered,  not  because  his  ethical  teaching  is  widely  followed, 
but  because  it  so  admirably  expresses  the  Chinese  ideal  of  the 
highest  wisdom  about  life.  Confucius  was  what  we  call  a  “sage,” 
a  wise  man,  whose  teachings,  like  those  of  Solomon  or  Benjamin 
Franklin,  take  the  form  of  proverbs  and  become  part  of  the 
world’s  commonplace  wisdom.  Confucius  teaches  us  to  love 
truth:  “They  who  know  the  truth  are  not  equal  to  those  who 
love  it”;  not  to  be  too  sure  we  are  right:  “When  you  hear  words 
that  are  distasteful  to  your  mind,  you  must  inquire  whether  they 
are  not  right”;  to  unite  learning  and  thought:  “Learning  without 
thought  is  labor  lost;  thought  without  learning  is  perilous.” 

Like  the  Greeks,  Confucius  taught  moderation,  the  golden 
mean.  He  did  not  say:  “Do  unto  others  what  ye  would  that 
they  should  do  to  you.”  He  said:  “What  you  do  not  want  done 
to  you,  do  not  do  to  others.”  And  to  return  good  for  evil 
seemed  to  him  to  push  the  virtue  of  good  will  too  far.  Asked 
whether  one  should  recompense  injury  with  kindness,  he  replied: 
“With  what  then  will  you  recompense  kindness?  Recompense 
injury  with  justice,  and  recompense  kindness  with  kindness.” 

Chinese  civilization  must  have  been  already  very  old  2,500  years 
ago  to  have  produced  a  man  of  Confucius’  acute  intellect  and  fine 
moral  sense.  But  so  far  as  we  know  now,  the  earliest  civiliza¬ 
tions  arose  in  Egypt  and  western  Asia.  Of  these,  the  earliest, 
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Courtesy  University  of  Pennsylvania  Museum 

A  Vase  and  a  Harp  from  Sumeria 


This  harp  is  of  a  date  prior  to  3000  b.c.  It  was  discovered  near  Ur.  Its 
headpiece  is  an  ox  head  of  gold  with  the  tips  of  the  horns,  the  eyes,  and 
the  beard  of  lapis  lazuli.  The  vase,  of  gold,  shows  the  beautiful  work  of 

the  Sumerians. 

most  scholars  think,  appeared  in  the  valley  of  the  Tigris  and 
Euphrates  rivers— the  country  now  called  Mesopotamia,  but  in 
ancient  times  known  as  Babylonia. 

Babylonian  civilization:  (I)  How  the  Sumerians  prepared  the  way 
for  it,  3500-2000  B.  C.  In  the  Bible  and  in  the  famous  history  by 
Herodotus  we  can  read  about  the  ancient  city  of  Babylon,  the 
most  famous  city  of  its  time.  Only  recently  have  we  learned 
from  excavations  that  the  civilization  of  ancient  Babylonia  was 
founded  on  a  much  more  ancient  civilization  created  by  a  people 
called  Sumerians. 

Recent  excavations  have  uncovered  at  Ur  on  the  lower  Euphra¬ 
tes  burial  chambers  constructed  by  Sumerians  about  3500  b.c. 
They  were  built  of  stone  and  brick  with  arched  doorways  and 
vaulted  roofs.  It  is  no  easy  thing  to  construct  a  stable,  round 
arch  of  stone  or  brick,  still  less  easy  to  construct  a  vaulted  roof. 
But  the  contents  of  these  burial  chambers  are  more  revealing  than 
their  method  of  construction.  In  them  were  found  copper  and 
gold  vessels,  beautifully  worked  daggers,  silver  lamps,  gold  jewelry, 
lapis  lazuli  and  carnelian  stones.  These  burial  chambers  and  their 
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contents  show  that  by  3500  b.c.  Sumerians  had  developed  a 
civilization  that  was  even  then  very  old. 

The  Sumerians  lived  in  cities  scattered  about  the  lower  valley. 
Farther  up  the  valley  were  cities  inhabited  by  a  Semitic  people 
called  Akkadians,  who  had  come  in  from  Arabia.  There  was  a 
good  deal  of  fighting  between  the  Sumerians  and  the  Akkadians, 
but  finally  one  of  the  Akkadian  kings,  Sargon,  conquered  all  the 
cities  of  the  valley  and  for  fifty-six  years  ruled  as  King  of  Sumer 
and  Akkad  (about  2700  b.c.).  The  kingdom  of  Sargon  broke  up 
after  his  death,  and  for  some  centuries  there  was  again  fighting 
among  the  cities,  until  a  king  of  Babylon  conquered  both  Sumer 
and  Akkad.  This  king  was  Hammurabi,  and  the  time  was  about 
2000  b.c.  From  this  time  the  Sumerians  fade  out  of  the  picture, 
and  their  civilization  is  merged  with  that  of  Babylonia. 

Babylonian  civilization:  (2)  At  the  time  of  King  Hammurabi, 
about  2000  B.  C.  Sumerian  civilization  was  not  destroyed  by 
the  Akkadian  and  Babylonian  conquests.  What  happened  was 
that,  when  all  cities  of  the  country  of  the  Two  Rivers  were  united 
under  Babylonian  kings,  the  customs  and  institutions  of  all  this 
region  tended  to  become  more  uniform.  This  uniform  civilization 
we  call  Babylonian  because  the  kings  were  Babylonian  and 
Babylon  was  the  capital;  but  Babylonian  civilization  was  really  a 
mixture  of  Sumerian,  Akkadian,  and  Babylonian  customs,  very 
much  as  French  civilization  is  a  mixture  of  Celtic,  German,  and 
Roman  customs.  The  civilization  of  the  country  of  the  Two 
Rivers  in  Hammurabi’s  time  was,  therefore,  not  very  different  from 
what  it  had  been  for  a  long  time  before,  or  from  what  it  was  to  be 
a  long  time  after. 

We  learn  about  this  civilization  chiefly  from  written  records 
recently  found,  buried  in  the  earth.  The  most  famous  and 
valuable  of  these  is  the  code  of  laws  compiled  by  King  Ham¬ 
murabi.  Besides  this,  there  are  many  inscriptions  on  monuments, 
and  a  great  number  of  letters  of  King  Hammurabi  and  his  suc¬ 
cessors. 

For  writing  letters  Hammurabi’s  scribes  had  neither  pen  and 
ink,  nor  a  typewriter,  nor  paper.  What  they  had  was  a  soft,  moist 
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Courtesy  University  of  Pennsylvania  Museum 


An  Early  Business  Document 

This  document  shows  that  about  3500  years  ago  a  farmer  mortgaged  his  farm. 
The  mortgage  was  stamped  in  cuneiform  characters  on  this  tablet  from  which 
the  protecting  envelope  has  been  removed. 

clay  tablet  about  an  inch  thick,  three  inches  wide,  and  four  inches 
long.  On  this  tablet  they  literally  "in-scribed”  (wrote  in)  wedge- 
shaped  (cuneiform)  characters  with  a  stylus.  The  tablet  was  then 
made  hard  by  baking,  and  enclosed  in  a  clay  envelope,  also  baked. 
The  tablet  was  covered  with  dry  clay  to  prevent  its  sticking  to  the 
envelope.  The  receiver  of  the  letter  had  to  crack  the  envelope, 
very  carefully  no  doubt,  much  as  we  crack  a  hickory  nut  to  get 
the  meat.  Letters,  tied  together  in  packets,  were  carried  by  mes¬ 
sengers.  If  the  messenger  carried  many  letters,  his  mail-bag  must 
have  been  heavy!  It  seems  a  slow  and  clumsy  way  to  carry  on 
correspondence;  but  we  may  be  glad  the  Babylonians  had  no 
other  way,  since  their  letters,  if  difficult  to  prepare,  were  very 
durable.  They  have  lasted  four  thousand  years,  and  will  still  be 
as  legible  as  ever  when  the  paper  and  ink  which  we  use  to  describe 
them  have  crumbled  to  dust. 

From  these  records  we  learn  that  the  Sumerian-Akkadian- 
Babylonians  were  hard-working,  hard-headed  people,  greatly  inter¬ 
ested  in  practical  affairs  and  material  possessions.  They  had  to 
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At  the  left  above  a  workman  is  lifting  a  mold  from  a  brick.  The  workmen 
below  are  mixing  mud  and  carrying  bricks.  Above  sits  an  overseer  (with  a 
whip).  At  the  right  workmen  are  cutting  and  smoothing  stone.  From  a 

wall  painting. 

be.  Although  the  soil  was  fertile,  constant  labor  was  necessary 
to  raise  enough  food— wheat,  barley,  figs,  pomegranates — as  well 
as  cattle  and  sheep.  Crops  had  to  be  protected  against  locusts  and 
other  destructive  insects.  The  soil,  if  properly  watered,  had  to  be 
constantly  cultivated  or  it  would  be  choked  with  weeds;  if  not 
properly  watered,  it  would  not  grow  anything.  Water  was  the 
chief  problem.  Many  canals  had  to  be  dug  to  carry  flood  water 
away  from  the  fields  and  save  it  for  irrigation.  The  canals,  al¬ 
ways  filling  up  with  mud,  had  to  be  cleaned  out  frequently.  If 
one  farmer  used  too  much  water,  or  failed  to  keep  his  part  of 
the  canals  clean,  other  farmers  suffered.  Agriculture,  since  it 
required  not  only  labor  but  foresight  and  cooperation,  was  not 
merely  an  individual  but  partly  a  community  enterprise.  Most  of 
the  land  was  owned  and  managed  by  the  king,  the  nobles,  and 
the  priests.  The  labor  was  performed  by  slaves,  and  by  tenant 
farmers  who  paid  tribute  or  rent  to  the  owners. 

There  was  also  much  work  to  be  done  in  the  cities.  Houses  had 
to  be  carefully  constructed  to  withstand  floods,  especially  since 
they  were  built  of  sun-dried  or  baked  clay  brick.  If  other  build¬ 
ing  material  was  desired  (stone,  cedar,  and  hard  woods  for  the 
better  houses  and  public  buildings),  it  had  to  be  brought  in  from 
distant  countries.  Ordinary  pottery  could  be  easily  made  from 
native  clay,  but  copper,  silver,  gold,  and  precious  stones,  which 
were  lavishly  used  with  great  artistic  skill  for  fine  vessels,  jewelry", 
ornament,  and  decoration,  had  to  be  imported — probably  from 
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India.  In  the  cities  there  were,  therefore,  many  laborers,  skilled 
artisans  (organized  in  guilds),  and  merchants  engaged  in  foreign 
trade.  These  people,  together  with  the  tenant  farmers,  made  up 
the  great  majority  of  the  population.  They  were  the  “lower  class/' 
possessing  privileges  denied  to  slaves,  but  themselves  less  privileged 
than  the  nobles,  priests,  and  government  officials. 

The  king  was  a  “priest-king,"  who  ruled  by  divine  right,  that  is, 
for  or  in  place  of  the  gods,  with  the  support  of  the  priests  and 
nobles.  Hammurabi,  as  his  letters  show,  was  an  able  king  who 
established  order  in  the  country,  and  paid  much  attention  to 
improvement  of  agriculture,  collection  of  taxes  and  tribute,  and 
impartial  administration  of  justice. 

From  Hammurabi's  code  of  laws  we  learn  a  great  deal  about 
Sumerian-Babylonian  ideas  of  law  and  justice.  The  code  contains 
282  brief  sections,  of  which  67  deal  with  family  relations,  51  with 
crimes,  and  133  with  civil  and  property  rights,  prices,  wages,  and 
building  regulations.  Many  of  the  penalties  prescribed  by  the 
code  seem  to  us  harsh  and  cruel.  If  an  improperly  built  house 
collapses,  killing  the  owner,  the  builder  “shall  be  put  to  death." 
“If  a  son  strike  his  father,  they  shall  cut  off  his  finger."  Other¬ 
wise  the  code  shows  a  highly  developed  sense  of  rights  and  duties. 
You  can  see  that  this  is  so  by  reading  the  paragraph  quoted  at 
the  beginning  of  the  chapter.  Here  is  another  paragraph  which 
seems  quite  sensible.  “If  a  woman  hates  her  husband,  and  says, 
Thou  shalt  not  have  me,'  they  shall  inquire  into  .  .  .  her  defects; 
and  if  she  has  been  a  careful  mistress,  .  .  .  and  her  husband  has 
been  going  about  greatly  belittling  her,  that  woman  .  .  .  shall 
receive  her  dowry,  and  ...  go  back  to  her  father's  house."  On 
the  whole  the  code  of  Hammurabi  reflects  the  practical  common 
sense  of  a  people  whose  chief  interest  was  in  material  things  and 
property  rights. 

The  king  was  not  only  chief  ruler,  but  also  chief  priest.  Since 
religion  was  important,  there  were  many  other  priests.  They 
seem  to  have  been  worldly-wise  men,  capable  of  making  the  best 
of  two  worlds.  They  managed  the  land  “owned"  by  the  gods,  and 
collected  tribute  from  the  farmers  who  cultivated  it.  Religion  was 
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A  King  Receives  Instructions  from  the  Gods 
Ur-Nammu,  king  of  Ur,  pours  libations  to  the  Moon-god  Nannar  (extreme 
right),  who  seems  to  be  holding  a  measuring  line  and  rod.  Nin-Gal,  wife  of 
Nannar,  seated  at  left,  orders  the  king  to  build  the  Ziggurat  (temple)  of  Ur. 

itself  regarded,  by  priests  and  people,  in  a  practical  way.  They 
worshipped  many  gods— Shamash  (the  sun),  Sin  (the  moon), 
Adad,  the  god  of  storms,  who  sent  destructive  floods,  and  Nergal, 
who  brought  upon  them  war,  sickness,  and  sudden  death.  And 
lurking  everywhere  were  innumerable  demons,  hostile  to  men  and 
beasts.  Formal  religious  worship  and  the  common  practice  of 
magic  were  grounded  in  fear,  and  designed  to  placate  the  gods 
and  outwit  the  demons.  The  priests  studied  and  practiced  astrol¬ 
ogy,  a  kind  of  fortune-telling,  to  find  out  what  the  gods  intended 
to  do,  or  what  they  wished  men  to  do. 

The  Sumerian-Babylonians  produced  no  great  literature.  Their 
chief  works  that  have  survived  are  the  Creation  Epic,  the  Descent 
of  Ishtar ,  the  Descent  of  Nergal ,  and  the  Epic  of  Gilgamesh. 
These  relate  the  story  of  creation,  of  the  great  flood,  and  of  ex¬ 
ploits  of  the  gods. 

Scientific  knowledge  was  limited.  Enough  mathematics  was 
known  to  survey  land  and  construct  durable  buildings,  enough 
astronomy  to  devise  a  lunar  calendar  that  had,  nevertheless,  to  be 
frequently  corrected.  Of  profound  philosophical  speculation  there 
seems  to  have  been  none.  Philosophy,  like  literature,  was 
a  by-product  of  religion,  and  religion  a  sort  of  insurance  against 
material  injury.  Babylonian  civilization  produced  no  men  equal 
to  Buddha  or  Confucius  in  intellectual  power  or  moral  sense. 
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Its  achievements  were  chiefly  in  the  realm  of  practical  affairs— 
agriculture,  industry,  law,  and  the  useful  and  decorative  arts. 

We  must  now  turn  to  another  civilization  which  was  flourishing 
and  already  ancient  when  Hammurabi  ruled  in  Babylon— the 
civilization  of  ancient  Egypt. 

II.  Ancient  Civilization  in  Egypt 

Egyptian  civilization:  (I)  At  the  time  when  the  Pyramids  were 
built,  about  3000  B.  C.  Nearly  everyone  has  heard  of  the  Egyptian 
pyramids.  They  are  one  of  the  sights  that  all  tourists  in  Egypt 
go  to  see.  In  ancient  times  they  were,  like  the  Hanging  Gardens 
of  Babylon,  one  of  the  "seven  wonders  of  the  world”  (p.  60). 
Unlike  most  ancient  monuments,  they  were  not  recently  dis¬ 
covered  by  archaeologists,  since  they  were  never  "lost.”  They 
were  too  well  constructed  to  crumble  away,  too  massive  to  be 
wrecked,  too  large  to  be  covered  up.  All  people,  ancient  and 
modern,  have  thus  known  the  pyramids,  and  have  known  that 
they  were  very  old.  In  1799,  Napoleon,  addressing  soldiers  who 
had  come  with  him  to  see  these  famous  structures,  said:  "Soldiers, 
forty  centuries  look  down  upon  you.”  He  did  not  exaggerate. 

The  largest  of  the  pyramids  was  built  about  2900  b.  c.  by 
King  Khufu  (Cheops)  as  a  burial  chamber  for  himself.  It  is 
450  feet  high  and  755  feet  square  at  the  base.  It  contains  about 
2,000,000  limestone  blocks,  of  an  average  weight  of  more  than 
two  tons  each.  It  was  so  accurately  designed  and  skilfully  con¬ 
structed  that  the  error  at  the  base,  in  squareness  and  level,  is  less 
than  an  inch;  and  the  stones  were  cut  with  such  precision  that 
they  fit  together  with  incredible  perfection.  Modern  engineers, 
supposing  that  they  wished  to  build  a  pyramid  exactly  like  this 
one,  could  hardly,  with  all  their  knowledge  and  machinery,  make 
a  better  job  of  it.  Yet  this  structure  was  erected  by  the  Egyptians 
nearly  5,000  years  ago.  What  does  it  tell  us  about  the  civilization 
of  Egypt  at  that  time? 

It  tells  us  a  good  many  things.  Without  a  good  deal  of  mathe¬ 
matical  and  mechanical  knowledge,  the  Egyptians  could  not  have 
designed  the  great  pyramid  as  a  whole,  or  determined  the  size  and 
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Courtesy  Science  Museum,  London 


Means  of  Transport  in  Ancient  Egypt 

A  statue  carved  from  basalt  or  obsidian  is  here  being  transported  to  the  site 
of  a  tomb,  probably  that  of  a  Pharaoh.  Note  the  ships  on  the  Nile. 

shape  of  the  stone  blocks  that  went  into  it,  or  estimated  the 
strength  of  the  foundation  necessary  for  carrying  such  immense 
weight,  or  raised  these  two-ton  blocks  to  a  height  of  450  feet. 
Besides,  consider  the  thousands  of  men  that  must  have  been  com¬ 
pelled  to  labor  for  many  years  on  this  great  project.  King  Khufu 
must  have  been  a  despotic  king  to  have  commanded  so  much 
labor  from  his  subjects.  Why  did  King  Khufu  and  his  people 
think  it  desirable  to  spend  so  much  time,  energy,  and  thought  on 
the  construction  of  a  royal  burial  chamber?  Undoubtedly  they 
must  have  believed  that  the  king  was  sacred,  a  kind  of  god,  and 
that,  therefore,  nothing  in  life  was  of  greater  importance  than 
that  this  god-king  should  be  properly  and  magnificently  buried. 
This  much  the  pyramids  tell  us.  Fortunately,  we  have  other 
sources  of  information  besides  the  pyramids  themselves. 

(1)  Inscriptions.  In  the  pyramids  and  on  other  monuments 
there  are  many  inscriptions.  In  1799,  when  Napoleon  looked  up 
at  the  pyramids,  no  one  had  as  yet  learned  to  read  Egyptian  writ¬ 
ing,  but  one  of  Napoleon’s  engineers  found  a  stone  tablet  (the 
Rosetta  Stone)  on  which  something  was  inscribed  in  Greek  as  well 
as  in  Egyptian.  With  Greek  as  a  guide,  scholars  were  able  to 
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decipher  the  Egyptian  characters,  so  that  now  inscriptions  and 
other  writings  can  be  read. 

(2)  Papyri  records.  In  more  recent  times  another  sort  of 
written  record  has  been  discovered.  The  Babylonians  had  nothing 
to  write  on  but  clay  tablets.  The  Egyptians,  by  cutting  the  stems', 
of  the  papyrus  plant  into  thin  strips,  and  pressing  them  together 
side  by  side,  made  a  papyrus  sheet  on  which  they  wrote  with  x 
pointed  reed,  dipped  in  ink  made  of  water,  vegetable  gum,  and 
soot.  Both  the  papyri  and  the  ink  were  durable,  but  even  so  they 
would  long  since  have  rotted  away  except  for  the  dry  climate  of 
Egypt,  which  has  preserved  them  in  tombs  and  rubbish  heaps 
where  scholars  have  found  them.  The  papyri  books  were  not  like 
ours — they  were  rolled  up,  like  a  roll  of  wall  paper.  One  of  the 
papyri  books,  when  unrolled,  is  about  sixty  feet  long.  It  is  a 
medical  book  which  prescribes  remedies,  some  useful,  others 
useless,  for  different  ailments.  Another  papyri  book  is  an  arith¬ 
metic.  Others  contain  stories,  still  others  record  contracts  and 
other  private  business  arrangements. 

(3)  Physical  remains.  In  Egypt,  as  in  Babylonia,  a  great  quan¬ 
tity  of  physical  remains  have  been  discovered,  especially  in  under¬ 
ground  tombs.  The  most  sensational  discovery  of  this  sort  in 
recent  times  was  the  tomb  of  King  Tutankhamen,  who  ruled 
about  1300  b.  c.  In  this  tomb  were  found,  besides  the  king’s 
body,  a  great  variety  of  objects— among  other  things,  a  beautifully 
painted,  inlaid  casket,  some  curiously  designed  alabaster  vases,  a 
royal  gold  throne  and  gold  scepter,  gold-buckle  sandals,  several 
miniature  paintings,  walking  sticks,  chariots  ornamented  with  gold, 
and  some  carved  wooden  chairs,  ornamented  with  gold  and  ivory. 

Most  of  these  sources  of  information— inscriptions,  papyri,  and 
physical  remains— tell  us  about  the  later  history  of  Egypt,  but 
some  of  them  tell  us  a  little  about  the  early  history,  too. 

The  records  give  us  a  list  of  kings,  grouped  in  successive 
dynasties  or  families.  Most  scholars  think  that  Dynasty  I  began 
not  earlier  than  3400  b.  c.  King  Khufu,  who  built  the  great 
pyramid,  belongs  to  Dynasty  IV.  During  the  first  five  dynasties 
(about  3400-2600  b.  c.)  Egypt  seems  to  have  been  united  under 
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The  Milbank  Papyrus 


Courtesy  Oriental  Institute,  University  of  Chicago 

A  Famous  Papyrus  Roll 


This  papyrus,  nearly  forty  feet  long,  contains  a  collection  of  funerary  texts 
composed  for  the  benefit  of  the  dead  and  is  therefore  called  the  “Book  of 
the  Dead.”  This  copy,  which  is  written  in  hieroglyphics,  was  prepared  about 

the  seventh  century  b.c. 


one  government,  in  which  the  king  (Pharaoh)  was  regarded  as 
a  god  and  ruled  with  absolute  power.  His  chief  official  was  a 
vizier,  who  administered  justice  in  the  highest  court  at  the  capital. 
The  country  was  divided  into  districts  (nomes),  in  each  of  which 
the  king  was  represented  by  an  official  who  collected  taxes  and 
enforced  the  king’s  will.  The  mass  of  the  people  were  little 
better  than  serfs.  There  was  a  favored  class  of  nobles,  and  a 
class  of  priests  and  scribes  (learned  men)  who  had  great  influence 
because  they  were  necessary  to  the  king  for  keeping  accounts, 
designing  pyramids  and  other  buildings,  and  maintaining  religious 
practices  which  preserved  the  king’s  power  by  making  the  people 
believe  that  he  was  a  god. 

Following  this  long  period  of  powerful  kings,  there  came  a  long 
period  of  disorder  in  which  Egypt  was  ruled  by  many  lords  who 
did  not  obey  the  kings.  The  kings  were  still  respected  perhaps, 
but  not  obeyed.  This  long  period  of  confusion  lasted  nearly 
600  years.  Then  there  was  a  period  of  two  centuries  of  orderly 
government.  This  period  (Dynasty  XII,  2000-1800  b.c.)  was 
about  the  time  that  Hammurabi  was  ruling  in  Babylonia. 
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Then  there  followed  a  time  of  foreign  invasion  and  conquest 
by  people  whom  the  Egyptians  called  Hyksos,  and  after  that  a 
period  of  prosperity  and  order,  the  period  of  Dynasties  XVIII- 
XIX  (1600-1200  b.  c.).  The  records  tell  us  more  about  Egyptian 
civilization  in  these  two  periods  (Dynasty  XII,  and  Dynasties 
XVIII-XIX)  than  about  the  earlier  period. 

Egyptian  civilization:  (2)  In  the  time  of  Dynasty  XII  (2000- 
1800  B.  C.)  and  Dynasties  XVII  and  XIX  (1600-1200  B.  C.).  A 
lady  once  noted  the  fact  that  rivers  have  a  habit  of  flowing  near 
great  cities.  We  need  not  be  surprised  then  to  find  that  the  first 
civilizations  arose  in  river  valleys.  No  ancient  civilization  could 
have  arisen  in  Egypt  if  it  were  not  for  the  Nile  River,  and  the 
civilization  that  did  arise  there  was  greatly  influenced  by  the 
peculiar  behavior  of  the  Nile.  Every  year,  at  a  certain  time,  the 
waters  slowly  rise  and  flow  out  over  the  valley,  and  then  very 
slowly  subside,  leaving  a  deposit  so  rich  that  it  will  raise  three 
crops  a  year  in  that  climate.  Thus,  Egypt,  as  Herodotus  said  long 
ago,  “is  the  gift  of  the  Nile”— Nature’s  most  successful  attempt  to 
establish  an  irrigation  plant  on  a  grand  scale. 

As  the  Nile  made  the  river  valley  rich,  so  agriculture  was  the 
foundation  of  Egyptian  prosperity  and  civilization.  Century  after 
century  farmers  raised  their  crops— chiefly  wheat  and  barley,  and 
flax  for  their  linen  clothes.  They  also  cultivated  dates  and  pome¬ 
granates,  and  raised  sheep,  goats,  hogs,  and  cattle.  Horses  they 
first  saw  when  the  invading  Hyksos  brought  them  in,  but  from 
earliest  times  oxen  and  donkeys  were  used  to  pull  plows  and 
wheeled  carts.  The  Egyptian  farmer  knew  nothing  of  soil  ex¬ 
haustion  or  fertilizers,  since  every  year  the  soil  was  newly  made 
by  the  Nile.  But  as  there  was  almost  no  rain,  canals  had  to  be 
dug  to  irrigate  the  land  after  the  summer  floods  had  subsided. 
Besides  the  canals,  reservoirs,  such  as  Lake  Moeris,  were  built  to 
store  up  water  in  case  the  Nile  failed  them. 

In  some  years  the  Nile  was  “sluggish,  the  nostrils  are  closed  up, 
and  all  men  are  impoverished;  the  victuals  of  the  gods  are  dimin¬ 
ished,  and  millions  of  men  perish.”  Such  years  were  rare,  and  in 
this  fertile  valley  the  farmers,  who  made  up  the  great  majority  of 
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Courtesy  Professor  Jean  Capart 

Egyptian  Farming 

Senedjem  and  his  wife  are  laboring  in  the  fields.  Above,  they  are  harvesting 
grain;  in  the  center  they  are  gathering  flax  and  plowing. 


the  people,  would  have  had  an  easy  life  if  they  could  have  kept  the 
entire  product  of  their  labor.  But  much  of  what  they  produced 
was  paid  in  taxes  and  rents  to  the  king,  the  nobles,  and  the  priests 
who  owned  the  land.  Although  higher  in  the  social  class  than 
slaves,  the  farmers  were  virtually  serfs  attached  to  the  soil,  in¬ 
cessantly  laboring  for  a  bare  living.  More  than  this  they  did  not 
ask,  never  having  dreamed  that  more  was  possible. 

Above  the  farmers  were  the  merchants  and  skilled  artisans  in 
the  towns— Thebes,  Memphis,  Gizeh,  Amarna.  We  know  that 
the  Egyptians  were  great  builders.  Besides  the  pyramids,  they 
constructed  a  ship  canal  from  the  Nile  to  the  Red  Sea  (long  since 
filled  up,  so  that  in  modern  times  another  was  cut  through  the 
Isthmus  of  Suez),  and  many  great  temples  to  the  gods.  Of  these 
temples,  the  most  famous  was  at  Karnak,  where  some  of  the 
gigantic  columns  still  stand.  Very  early,  Egyptians  were  making 
boats  for  use  on  the  Nile,  and  they  also  had  ships  large  enough 
to  navigate  the  Red  Sea  and  the  Mediterranean— to  the  coast  of 
Syria  and  to  Crete.  Their  chariots  had  strong,  spoked  wheels 
bound  with  metal  rims.  They  made  many  admirable  copper  and 
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Courtesy  Metropolitan  Museum  of  Art 

Queen  Hat-shepsut 

This  limestone  statue  is  from  the 
temple  of  Hat-shepsut  at  Thebes,  and 
dates  from  about  1485  b.c.  Hat-shep¬ 
sut,  the  wife  of  Thotmes  II,  reigned 
after  his  death.  Her  successor  had 
her  name  taken  off  her  monuments. 


Courtesy  Metropolitan  Museum  of  Art 

Haremhab 

Haremhab  was  private  secretary  to 
Tutankhamen.  Note  the  roll  of  pa¬ 
pyrus  in  his  hand.  He  became  com¬ 
mander-in-chief  of  Tutankhamen’s 
armies  about  1355  b.c.  and  later 
became  the  Pharaoh. 


gold  vessels,  alabaster  cups,  beautifully  colored  glass  bottles  and 
vases,  and  bowls  of  hard  diorite  stone  “ground  to  such  thinness 
that  the  light  glows  through  its  dark-grey  sides.” 

All  this  shows  that  Egyptians,  like  Sumerians  and  Babylonians, 
attained  a  high  degree  of  civilization  in  the  arts  and  crafts,  and 
that  there  was  in  Egypt,  as  in  Babylonia,  a  numerous  class  of 
skilled  laborers  and  artisans. 

Above  all  classes  was  the  king,  a  being  set  apart,  whose  word 
was  a  divine  command,  since  he  was  considered  a  god  to  be  wor¬ 
shipped  as  well  as  obeyed.  Surrounding  and  supporting  this  king 
were  the  wealthy  and  powerful — nobles,  priests,  and  scribes.  The 
nobles  lived  luxuriously  on  the  rents  from  their  lands,  graced  the 
royal  court,  and  willingly  obeyed  the  king,  who  might  otherwise 
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deprive  them  of  their  privileges  and  possessions.  More  important 
than  the  nobles  were  the  scribes,  the  learned  men.  Since  Egyp¬ 
tian  writing  was  difficult  to  master,  it  required  ability  and  per¬ 
sistence  to  become  a  scribe,  and  those  who  succeeded  were  able  to 
find  service  under  the  king  in  keeping  accounts,  interpreting  the 
laws,  administering  justice,  and  providing  the  expert  knowledge 
without  which  pyramids  and  tombs  and  temples  to  the  gods  could 
not  be  constructed.  Scribes  were  in  such  high  repute  that  even 
kings  liked  to  be  portrayed  sitting  at  a  table  writing,  in  the  hope 
that  people  would  think  they  too  were  learned. 

More  important  than  nobles  or  scribes  were  the  priests— keepers 
of  temples  and  tombs,  teachers  of  religion.  There  were  innumer¬ 
able  gods,  personifying  good  and  evil  forces  of  Nature,  ever¬ 
present  and  ever-active  beings  who  shared  in  everything  that  men 
did.  In  Egypt  the  most  obvious  and  important  forces  of  Nature 
were  the  Nile  and  the  sun;  and  since  these  made  the  earth  fruit¬ 
ful  and  Egypt  a  land  of  plenty,  they  came  in  time  to  be  the  chief 
gods— Osiris,  the  Nile  or  earth-god,  and  Ra  or  Horus,  the  sun-god 
or  god  of  the  heavens.  Osiris,  the  Nile  or  earth-god,  being  nearer, 
was  more  familiar  to  the  people,  while  the  sun-god,  Ra  or  Horus, 
shining  afar  in  the  heavens,  was  more  august  and  powerful. 

As  creator  and  ruler  of  all  things,  Ra  remained  in  the  heavens, 
but  had  given  his  son  to  be  the  earthly  king  and  ruler  in  Egypt. 
Thus  the  king  ruled  with  all  the  authority  of  the  divine  Ra;  to 
resist  or  question  his  authority  was  more  than  treason,  it  was 
blasphemy.  This  is  why  Egyptian  kings  exerted  a  far  more  des¬ 
potic  power  than  Babylonian  kings  ever  did,  and  why  the  priests 
were  far  more  influential:  they  were  ministers  of  the  gods,  who 
preserved  the  king’s  power. 

More  perhaps  than  any  other  people,  ancient  Egyptians  were 
perplexed  by  the  mystery  of  death.  Why  should  the  gods,  having 
created  the  pleasant  sunny  land  of  Egypt  for  men  to  live  in,  have 
decreed  that  men  should  die?  It  could  not  be  kind  gods  that 
had  decreed  it,  but  the  heartless  god  of  death— "God  Absolute.” 
"He  calls  all,  and  all  come  to  obey  him,  trembling  with  fear.” 
Fortunately,  kind  gods  had  provided  ways  of  outwitting  the  god 
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Courtesy  Metropolitan  Museum  of  Art 

Wall  Paintings  in  an  Egyptian  Tomb 


of  death.  Every  man  had  another,  and  better,  self— a  Ka,  who 
would  protect  and  provide  for  him  after  death,  and  intercede  for 
him  before  the  gods  sitting  in  judgment. 

But  no  man  could  meet  his  Ka  unless  there  was  provided  a 
proper  meeting-place,  a  tomb,  nor  could  he  live  in  the  hereafter 
unless  his  body  were  properly  preserved,  and  provided  with  food 
and  other  necessary  things.  Since  the  most  awful  thing  in  life 
was  death,  tombs  for  the  dead  were  therefore  more  important  than 
houses  for  the  living.  This  is  why  it  seemed  reasonable  to  spend 
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so  much  time  and  energy  in  building  the  pyramids  and  elaborate 
underground  tombs  for  dead  kings,  why  their  bodies  were  pre¬ 
served  against  decay  by  the  most  expensive  embalming,  why  there 
were  placed  in  the  antechambers  all  the  things  a  king  might  find 
necessary  or  convenient.  For  nobles  there  were  less  splendid 
tombs,  and  for  common  men  very  ordinary  ones;  but  no  more  dire 
misfortune  could  happen  to  any  man  than  that  his  body  should 
not  be  properly  preserved,  in  a  proper  tomb,  furnished  with  food 
and  useful  things,  and  with  magic  spells  written  on  papyri  to 
make  safe  his  adventures  in  the  after  life. 

In  the  course  of  three  thousand  years  Egyptian  scribes  must 
have  done  a  great  deal  of  writing.  Unfortunately,  only  a  small 
part  of  this  literature  has  been  preserved.  Much  of  this  is  religious 
— hymns  to  the  gods,  ceremonial  inscriptions  in  tombs,  narratives 
which  tell  the  adventures  of  the  dead  in  the  after  life.  But  the 
scribes  wrote  about  other  things,  too.  There  are  many  poems 
celebrating  the  heroic  deeds  of  kings,  some  short  stories,  love 
poems,  and  ditties  sung  by  the  people.  Some  of  the  stories  and 
songs  are  cheerful  and  even  humorous,  but  for  the  most  part  the 
tone  of  Egyptian  literature  is  serious,  often  melancholy,  and  it  is 
filled  with  figures  of  speech,  or,  as  we  should  say,  “flowery,”  not 
unlike  much  of  the  writing  in  the  Bible.  One  of  the  best  of  their 
poems  is  a  dispute  between  a  poor,  unfortunate  man  and  his  soul 
over  the  question  whether  he  should  commit  suicide.  Since  life 
holds  for  him  nothing  but  misery,  he  welcomes  death. 

Death  is  before  me  today 
As  when  a  sick  man  becometh  whole , 

As  when  one  walketh  abroad  after  sickness. 

Death  is  before  me  today 
As  the  odor  of  myrrh , 

As  when  one  sitteth  under  the  sail  on  a  windy  day. 

There  are  many  verses  in  same  strain.  In  the  end  the  poor  man's 
soul  advises  against  suicide,  since  in  that  event  he  would  have  no 
proper  tomb,  no  one  would  bring  him  food,  and  he  would  fare 
badly  in  the  after  world. 

In  all  their  long  history  the  Egyptians  seem  never  to  have  had 
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any  profound  or  original  thinkers.  Both  in  science  and  philosophy 
their  best  thought  was  of  a  practical  nature.  Very  early  in  their 
history  (probably  4241  b.  c.)  they  knew  enough  about  astronomy 
to  devise  a  calendar  which,  with  slight  changes,  we  still  use.  As 
early  as  2900  b.  c.  they  knew  enough  about  mathematics  to  con¬ 
struct  the  great  pyramid.  During  the  two  thousand  years  that 
followed  they  learned  very  little  more  about  these  matters.  Like¬ 
wise,  in  politics,  religion,  morality,  their  ideas  changed  little,  con¬ 
sidering  the  long  time  they  had  to  discover  new  ones.  Although 
the  tone  of  their  writing  is  often  gloomy  and  pessimistic,  they 
seem  never  to  have  developed  a  skeptical  attitude  of  mind.  Their 
philosophy,  like  their  science,  was  concerned  with  practical  affairs 
and  takes  the  form  of  wise  sayings  designed  to  teach  people  how 
to  get  on  in  life  and  avoid  misfortune  after  death.  A  sage  who 
lived  about  2675  b.  c.  tells  his  son: 

Be  not  arrogant  because  of  thy  knowledge. 

....  Take  counsel  with  the  ignorant  as  with 
the  wise. 

A  thousand  years  later  another  sage,  Amen-em-apt,  made  a  col¬ 
lection  of  sayings  which  probably  represent  Egyptian  ethical  and 
moral  teaching  at  its  best.  Here  are  a  few  of  them. 

Guard  thyself  against  plundering  the  poor  man , 
and  from  treating  with  harshness  the  destitute. 

Better  is  one  apt  of  land  (about  six  feet)  which 
god  has  given  thee ,  than  Eve  thousand  apts  which 
thou  hast  gotten  by  fraud. 

Do  not  learn  the  habit  of  passing  the  day  tasting 
one  pot  of  beer  after  another.1 

Ancient  Egyptian  civilization  had  a  continuous  history  of  more 
than  three  thousand  years— longer  than  the  history  of  Europe 
from  Aristotle  to  Einstein.  One  striking  thing  about  the  Egyp¬ 
tians  is  that  very  early  they  learned  a  great  deal,  and  after  that  very 
little  more.  Today  we  are  always  trying  to  improve  our  ways  of 

1  E.  A.  Wallis  Budge,  The  Teachings  of  Amen-em-apt.  London,  Hopkin- 
son,  1924. 


56 


THE  EARLIEST  CIVILIZATIONS 


living.  The  ancient  Egyptians,  it  would  seem,  did  not  try  to 
learn  to  live  better.  They  preferred  to  keep  their  old  customs 
without  change.  Perhaps  the  Egyptians  were  too  satisfied  with 
the  pleasant  sunny  land  of  Egypt  to  desire  anything  different. 
Perhaps  they  were  too  preoccupied  with  the  mystery  of  death  to 
be  sufficiently  concerned  with  the  greater  mystery  of  life.  We 
can  only  say  that  pyramids  and  tombs  are  somehow  symbolical  of 
Egyptian  civilization:  they  reflect  the  desperate  determination  of 
these  people  to  resist  change  and  death. 

III.  Other  Peoples  Become  Civilized  and  Are  United 

in  Empires 

Certain  other  peoples  who  were  important.  In  the  period 
from  about  1500  to  1000  b.  c.,  when  the  civilizations  of  Egypt 
and  Babylonia  were  already  very  old,  certain  other  peoples  were 
beginning  to  play  a  part  in  history.  The  Hittites  (1500-1200 
b.  c.)  ruled  an  extensive  empire  in  Asia  Minor,  often  made  incur¬ 
sions  into  Syria,  and  thus  became  rivals  of  Babylonia  and  Egypt 
for  the  control  of  that  country.  The  people  of  Syria,  open  to 
attack  on  three  sides,  were  in  a  dangerous  position.  Among  the 
Syrian  peoples  were  the  Phoenicians ,  a  trading  people  who  lived 
in  the  coast  towns  of  Tyre  and  Sidon.  They  carried  many  civil¬ 
ized  ideas  to  the  peoples  who  lived  in  the  western  part  of  the 
Mediterranean  region.  But  they  contributed  little  to  civilization 
except  an  alphabet  which  was  perfected  by  the  Greeks,  passed  on 
by  them  to  the  Romans,  and  by  the  Romans  to  the  people  of 
western  Europe. 

More  important  than  the  Phoenicians  were  the  Hebrews ,  who 
invaded  and  conquered  Palestine  some  time  before  1500  b.c. 
In  turn  they  were  conquered  by  the  Babylonians,  the  Assyrians, 
the  Persians,  the  Greeks,  and  the  Romans.  Perhaps  their  many 
misfortunes  made  them  think  a  good  deal  about  life  and  human 
destiny.  At  any  rate  they  produced  a  rich  and  varied  literature, 
much  of  which  is  contained  in  the  Christian  Bible.  Their  ideas 
on  God  and  the  creation  of  the  world  are  in  the  book  of  Genesis. 
Their  best  poetry  is  in  the  Psalms.  Their  moral  philosophy  is  in 
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Courtesy  New  York  Public  Library 


Assyrians  Attack  a  Walled  City 

From  the  top  of  a  wheeled  tower  archers  shoot  at  the  defenders  on  the  wall, 
while  the  battering  ram  below  is  knocking  a  hole  in  the  battlements.  The 
second  figure  on  the  left  represents  an  Assyrian  king. 

the  book  of  Job,  and  their  ethical  and  worldly  wisdom  is  in  the 
book  of  Proverbs.  It  was  among  the  Hebrews  that  the  Christian 
religion  originated;  and  although  they  themselves  rejected  Chris¬ 
tianity,  their  ideas,  which  are  comprised  in  the  Christian  Bible, 
have  exercised  a  greater  influence  on  the  subsequent  history  of 
European  civilization  than  the  ideas  of  any  other  Oriental  people 
(p.  203). 

All  this,  at  the  time  we  are  studying,  was  of  course  in  the  far 
distant  future.  A  thousand  years  before  the  birth  of  Christ  the 
Plebrews  were  a  little  regarded  people  living  in  the  shadow  cast 
by  the  brilliance  of  ancient  Egypt  and  Babylonia.  But  the  great 
days  of  Egyptian  and  Babylonian  independence  were  nearly  over. 
Beyond  the  borders  of  Babylonian  civilization,  to  the  north  and 
east,  there  lived  several  peoples  who  were  less  civilized— Assyr¬ 
ians,  Medes,  Persians.  Until  about  900  b.  c.  they  played  no 
great  part  in  history.  But  during  the  next  four  centuries  they 
were  to  enter  the  picture  with  devastating  effect,  conquering  the 
different  peoples  of  western  Asia  and  Egypt  and  uniting  them  in 
empires  which,  in  extent  and  military  power,  were  greater  than 
any  that  had  ever  before  existed. 

Builders  of  the  first  great  empires:  Assyrians,  Chaldeans,  Per¬ 
sians,  850-500  B.  C.  The  Assyrians  had  lived,  since  about  3000 
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b.  c.,  on  the  upper  Tigris  River.  They  acquired  many  of  the  arts 
of  civilization  from  the  Sumerians  and  the  Babylonians,  and 
were  long  subject  to  Babylonian  and  Hittite  rulers.  Regaining 
their  independence,  they  made,  during  a  period  of  several  cen¬ 
turies,  military  raids  to  the  south  and  west.  By  the  middle  of  the 
ninth  century  (900-800  b.  c.),  they  were  the  most  feared,  because 
the  most  efficient  and  the  most  ruthless  fighting  people  of  that 
time.  They  had  very  good  chariots  drawn  by  horses  (the  “speed- 
demons”  of  that  age);  a  great  variety  of  weapons  made  of  a  new¬ 
fangled  but  very  efficient  metal  (iron);  and  battering-rams 
capable  of  crushing  easily  the  sun-dried  brick  walls  of  cities. 

Thus  equipped,  swift-moving  Assyrian  armies  swept  from  the 
Persian  Gulf  to  the  Mediterranean,  destroying  towns  that  resisted, 
piling  up  their  slaughtered  victims  round  high  sharpened  stakes 
on  which  conquered  rulers  were  impaled,  and  carrying  off  booty 
of  gold  and  silver,  gangs  of  prisoners,  herds  of  cattle  and  horses, 
flocks  of  sheep  and  goats.  Wars  of  conquest  had  been  known 
before,  but  never  on  such  a  scale  or  accompanied  by  such  in¬ 
humanity.  As  a  punishment  for  continued  revolts,  the  great 
city  of  Babylon  was  totally  destroyed  by  the  Assyrian  king, 
Sennacherib  (reigned  705-681  b.  c.).  The  entire  ancient  world 
was  terrified  by  the  irresistible  attacks  and  the  incredible  ferocity 
of  these  “barbarians”  from  the  north. 

By  such  methods  the  Assyrians  built  up  an  empire  that  in¬ 
cluded  Babylonia,  Syria,  part  of  Asia  Minor,  and,  for  a  time,  the 
northern  half  of  Egypt.  With  the  plunder  of  many  countries, 
they  were  enabled  to  indulge  their  taste  for  building  on  a  grand 
scale.  King  Sargon  II  (722-705  b.  c.)  had  built  a  most  splendid 
royal  residence  near  the  city  of  Nineveh,  which  was  made  the 
capital  of  the  new  empire.  His  successors  enlarged  the  city  and 
made  it  famous  throughout  the  civilized  world  for  its  architectural 
magnificence.  King  Esarhaddon  (681-668  b.  c.)  rebuilt  Babylon, 
a  greater  Babylon  than  the  old  one. 

The  highest  development  of  Assyrian  civilization  was  reached 
with  the  reign  of  Assurbanipal  (668-626  b.  c.),  who  did  more 
than  any  other  king  to  promote  the  arts,  especially  the  arts  of 
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Black  obelisk  of  Shalmanezer  III  Courtesy  British  Museum 

Reliefs  from  an  Assyrian  Obelisk 

Each  panel  shows  people  bringing  tribute  to  an  Assyrian  king.  The  first  bring 
tribute  from  Jehu,  king  of  Israel.  The  elephant  and  two  apes  are  brought 

as  tribute  from  the  East. 

architecture  and  sculpture.  But  perhaps  we  should  chiefly  remem¬ 
ber  him  for  his  work  in  enlarging  the  palace  library  of  clay 
tablets,  which  may  have  been  the  first  public  library  in  the  history 
of  the  world.  When  the  city  of  Nineveh  was  destroyed  (612  b.  c., 
see  p.  60),  the  royal  library  of  Assurbanipal  was  buried  in  the 
ruins,  where  it  remained  until  the  site  was  excavated  in  modern 
times.  There  the  excavators  found  several  thousand  clay  tablets 
on  which  were  inscribed  historical  narratives,  epic  poems,  works 
on  mathematics,  astronomy,  grammar,  and  medicine— the  col¬ 
lection  comprising  a  great  part  of  literature,  science,  and  learning 
known  to  the  ancient  world  at  that  time. 

Although  able  to  conquer  a  great  empire,  the  Assyrians  were 
unable  to  hold  it  long.  The  subject  peoples,  impoverished  by 
conquest  and  outraged  by  the  severity  of  their  rulers,  were  always 
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ready  to  revolt.  The  most  serious  revolt  occurred  in  625  b.  c. 
when  one  of  the  king’s  governors,  Nabopolassar,  took  the  title  of 
king  of  Babylon,  and  ruled  independently  in  old  Babylonia.  The 
Assyrian  king  was  unable  to  suppress  this  revolt,  partly  because 
he  also  had  to  face  the  rising  power  of  the  Medes,  a  people  living 
in  the  mountain  region  to  the  northeast.  The  Medes  had  adopted 
Assyrian  methods  of  fighting,  and  the  Median  King,  Cyaxeres,  had 
strengthened  his  army  by  mounting  soldiers  on  horses,  which  was 
better  than  having  them  ride  in  chariots.  Cyaxeres  now  made  an 
alliance  with  the  rebel,  Nabopolassar,  and  in  612  b.  c.  their  united 
forces  captured  Nineveh.  The  magnificent  but  short-lived  city 
was  totally  destroyed,  never  to  be  rebuilt.  Thus  ended  the  rule 
of  the  Assyrian  kings. 

There  were  now  two  powerful  kingdoms— the  kingdom  of  the 
Medes,  and  the  kingdom  ruled  by  Nabopolassar  and  his  suc¬ 
cessors.  These  kings  are  sometimes  called  Chaldeans.  Their 
kingdom  included  most  of  the  old  Assyrian  empire,  its  capital  was 
Babylon,  and  its  kings  were  called  kings  of  Babylon.  The  greatest 
of  these  kings  was  Nebuchadnezzar  (or  Nebuchadrezzar)  who 
ruled  from  604-562  b.  c.  During  his  long  reign  he  greatly  enlarged 
the  city  of  Babylon,  making  it  more  splendid  than  Nineveh  had 
ever  been.  He  built  the  Hanging  Gardens,  tier  on  tier  of  gardens, 
one  of  the  “seven  wonders  of  the  world.”  Nevertheless,  the  glory 
of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  of  Babylon  was  already  threatened  by  the 
Medes,  who  had  pushed  their  conquests  westward  into  Asia 
Minor. 

Closely  associated  with  the  Medes,  in  race  and  language,  were 
the  Persians.  About  549  b.  c.  the  Persian  leader,  Cyrus,  defeated 
the  Median  king  and  made  himself  king  of  both  Medes  and 
Persians.  Cyrus  proved  to  be  one  of  the  great  military  geniuses. 
He  first  overran  Asia  Minor  and  conquered  the  Lydian  king, 
Croesus  (famous  for  his  riches —  “as  rich  as  Croesus”).  Then 
he  easily  captured  the  city  of  Babylon  (539  b.c.).  A  few  years 
later,  his  son,  Cambyses  (529-522  b.c.)  conquered  Egypt.  Thus 
was  created  the  great  Persian  empire,  extending  from  the  fron¬ 
tiers  of  India  to  the  Caspian  Sea,  the  Mediterranean,  and  the 
Nile  Valley. 
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Courtesy  Semitic  Museum,  Harvard  University 

The  Earliest  Known  Map 


At  the  left  is  the  map  itself;  at  the  right,  a  drawing  of  it.  It  shows  a  region 
in  northern  Syria — a  plain  crossed  by  a  river  and  bordered  by  two  mountain 
ranges.  Note  the  four  cities  indicated  by  circles.  The  map  was  made  about 

3000  b.c. 

Persian  civilization  in  the  time  of  Darius  the  Great.  The  Persians, 
who  ruled  this  great  empire  for  two  hundred  years,  were  more 
closely  related,  in  race  and  language,  to  the  Hindus  and  the  later 
European  peoples,  than  to  the  other  (Semitic)  peoples  of  western 
Asia.  They  belonged  to  the  racial  and  language  group  called 
“Indo-Europeans”  or  “Aryans”  (from  Iran,  their  native  country). 
The  Persians  did  not  attempt  to  transform  the  civilization  of  the 
people  whom  they  conquered.  They  even  learned  something  from 
them.  Buildings  constructed  by  Persian  kings  were  modeled  upon 
those  constructed  by  Assyrian  kings,  and  Persian  scribes  used  the 
Semitic  form  of  writing,  modifying  it  to  suit  the  Persian  language. 
Nevertheless,  although  the  civilization  of  western  Asia  remained 
essentially  Semitic,  the  Aryan  Persians,  as  the  ruling  people,  added 
something  to  it.  Their  chief  contributions  were  in  religious  ideas 
and  in  political  organization. 

The  sacred  religious  writings  of  the  ancient  Persians  are  con¬ 
tained  in  a  work,  compiled  much  later,  known  as  the  Zend-Avesta, 
and  their  greatest  moral  and  religious  teacher  was  Zoroaster,  who 
probably  lived  sometime  in  or  before  the  seventh  century  b.  c. 
Like  all  primitive  people,  the  Persians  originally  worshipped  many 
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gods.  Zoroaster  was  impressed  with  the  persistent  conflict  be¬ 
tween  good  and  evil  impulses  in  men’s  lives.  He  therefore  taught 
that  there  were  two  chief  gods,  Mazda,  god  of  wisdom  or  light, 
and  Ah-riman,  god  of  evil  or  darkness,  who  were  always  in  conflict. 
This  universal  conflict  was  reflected  in  the  good  and  evil  impulses 
that  determine  human  conduct,  so  that  every  man  was  a  servant 
of  Mazda  or  of  Ah-riman,  according  to  whether  he  followed  his 
good  or  his  evil  impulses,  and  would  be  judged,  in  the  future  life, 
according  to  his  conduct  in  this  one. 

In  the  difficult  art  of  government  the  Persians  proved  more 
capable  than  any  other  people  of  this  ancient  world.  The  empire 
which  Cyrus  conquered  was  organized  by  Darius  the  Great  (521- 
485  b.  c.).  The  capital  city  was  Susa,  in  the  mountain  region  east 
of  Babylon.  To  hold  this  immense  empire  together,  Darius  di¬ 
vided  it  into  about  twenty  administrative  districts.  In  each  district 
(satrapy)  he  placed  a  viceroy  (satrap),  a  military  commander,  and 
a  secretary.  All  of  these  were  responsible  to  the  king,  and  each 
one  was  expected  to  keep  the  king  informed  about  the  conduct 
of  the  other  two.  Still  further  to  guard  against  disloyalty,  the 
king  appointed  inspectors  (the  “eyes  and  ears  of  the  king”)  who 
travelled  from  one  satrapy  to  another  to  see  whether  all  was 
done  as  the  king  would  have  it. 

To  facilitate  travel  and  communication,  good  roads  were  con¬ 
structed.  The  chief  one  (the  royal  road)  ran  through  the  heart 
of  the  empire  from  Susa  to  Ephesus,  a  distance  of  1500  miles; 
and  along  this  road  there  were  placed,  about  every  fourteen  miles, 
posting  stations  with  relays  of  horses  and  messengers,  so  that 
messages  could  be  sent  as  fast  as  horses  could  go. 

But  Darius  did  not  depend  solely  on  these  methods  of  holding 
the  empire  together.  He  wisely  allowed  subject  peoples  a  good 
deal  of  liberty  in  local  government,  and  permitted  them  to  use 
their  own  language,  to  follow  their  ancient  customs,  and  to  main¬ 
tain  their  religious  beliefs.  Persian  rulers  exhibited  little  of  the 
ruthless  cruelty  that  characterized  Assyrian  kings,  and  their  sub¬ 
ject  peoples  had  few  real  grievances  apart  from  payment  of  an 
annual  tribute  and  the  performance  of  military  service. 
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Of  all  Darius’  subjects,  the  most  unruly  were  the  people  who 
called  themselves  Hellenes  (and  whom  we  call  Greeks )  living  in 
the  coast  cities  of  faraway  Asia  Minor.  In  499  b.  c.  Miletus  and 
other  Greek  cities  organized  a  revolt  against  the  Persian  authority, 
and  invited  their  brother  Greeks  in  the  islands  of  the  Aegean  and 
on  the  mainland  of  Greece  (still  independent  of  Persian  rule)  to 
assist  them.  Of  these  independent  Greek  cities,  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  were  Athens  and  Sparta.  Sparta  declined  to  assist  the 
insurgents,  but  the  Athenians  sent  twenty  war  vessels.  The  rebel¬ 
lion  in  Asia  Minor  was  suppressed,  but  for  their  aid  to  the 
rebels  Darius  determined  to  punish  the  rash  Athenians.  In 
490  b.  c.  a  Persian  army  of  twenty  thousand  soldiers  landed  on  the 
eastern  shore  of  Greece  not  far  from  Athens.  It  seemed  incred¬ 
ible  that  this  little  Greek  city,  even  with  the  aid  of  another  city, 
Sparta,  should  venture  to  resist  the  overwhelming  might  of  the 
great  Persian  Empire,  still  more  incredible  that,  resisting,  it  should 
succeed.  Yet  the  incredible  happened.  On  the  plains  of  Mara¬ 
thon  ten  thousand  Greeks  defeated  the  Persian  army.  The 
Persians  returned  to  Asia  Minor,  and  Athens  remained  inde¬ 
pendent. 

The  battle  of  Marathon  was  one  of  the  really  decisive  battles 
in  the  history  of  the  world.  Had  the  Athenians  been  defeated, 
the  later  history  of  Greece,  and  of  European  civilization,  which 
was  to  be  greatly  influenced  by  the  Greeks,  would  surely  have  been 
different.  During  the  next  two  centuries  Greece  became  the 
center  of  the  most  remarkable  civilization  yet  created  by  any 
people,  and  at  the  close  of  that  period,  under  Alexander  the 
Great,  conquered  the  Persian  Empire.  Thereafter,  through  their 
language  and  ideas,  the  Greeks  exerted  a  dominating  influence  on 
western  Asia. 

The  Greeks  provide  the  connecting  link  between  the  early 
civilization  of  western  Asia  and  Egypt  and  the  later  civilization  of 
Europe  and  America.  During  the  long  period  from  5,000  to 
500  b.  c.,  the  most  ancient  civilized  peoples  had  learned  much 
about  agriculture,  crafts,  building,  business,  and  communication. 
They  had  also  learned  much  about  government  and  law  by  sub- 
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mitting  to  the  rule  of  priests  and  king-gods  and  by  cooperating 
in  their  farming,  irrigation,  and  business.  They  had  worshipped 
fierce,  cruel  gods,  whom  they  greatly  feared,  as  well  as  others  more 
kindly,  and  always  they  had  wondered  about  the  mystery  of  life 
and  death.  Of  all  these  ancient  peoples  the  Hindus  and  Chinese 
seem  to  have  done  the  most  thinking  about  the  problem  of  how  to 
live,  and  at  the  very  end  of  this  first  long  period  of  civilization, 
Buddha  and  Confucius  had  thought  up  the  best  answers. 

The  Greeks  carried  the  development  of  knowledge  and  thought 
much  further  than  any  of  the  peoples  who  had  lived  before  them. 
They  learned  much  from  the  ancient  peoples  of  Asia  and  added 
much  to  it:  what  they  knew  was  passed  on  to  the  Romans,  and 
by  the  Romans  to  the  people  of  western  Europe.  We  must, 
therefore,  turn  from  Asia  to  Europe,  from  the  most  ancient  civil¬ 
izations  to  the  much  younger  and  more  modern  civilizations  of 
Greece  and  Rome. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  peoples  developed  civilization  before  the  Greeks? 
Where  did  these  most  ancient  civilizations  develop?  Why 
have  we  been  able  to  know  more  about  these  ancient  civil¬ 
izations  than  we  know  about  our  more  remote  ancestors? 

2.  Does  the  fact  that  Hindus,  Greeks,  Romans,  and  Germanic 
peoples  had  languages  with  many  forms  in  common  prove 
that  they  belonged  to  the  same  race? 

3.  What  sort  of  questions  did  the  Hindus  try  to  answer?  What 
did  they  mean  by  transmigration  or  reincarnation  of  the  soul? 
by  Nirvana?  What  did  Buddha  regard  as  the  Right  Way  of 
Life?  Which  of  Buddha's  precepts  have  you  been  taught  to 
follow? 

4.  Why  do  we  know  so  little  about  the  beginning  of  civiliza¬ 
tion  in  China?  What  important  things  had  the  Chinese 
learned  about  civilization  before  the  time  of  Confucius?  How 
was  the  teaching  of  Lao-Tzu  different  from  that  of  Confucius? 
Why  do  we  call  Confucius  a  “sage?"  What  is  a  proverb? 

5.  What  proof  do  we  have  that  Sumerian  civilization  was  already 
old  by  3500  b.  c.?  What  peoples  united  to  develop  Baby- 
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Ionian  civilization?  Why  have  Babylonian  written  records 
lasted  so  long?  What  can  we  learn  about  the  Babylonians 
from  Hammurabi’s  laws?  Why  did  the  Babylonians  find  it 
necessary  to  cooperate?  How  did  the  kings  and  priests  use 
religion  to  their  own  advantage?  In  what  ways  do  you  think 
the  Babylonians  were  more  practical  than  the  Hindus? 

6.  How  correct  was  Napoleon  in  saying  that  the  pyramids  were 
forty  centuries  old?  What  do  the  pyramids  tell  us  about  the 
ancient  Egyptians?  What  other  sources  of  information  do  we 
have  about  the  ancient  Egyptians? 

7.  About  when  were  Egyptians  united  under  the  rule  of  kings? 
Why  did  Egyptian  kings  have  more  power  over  their  people 
than  Babylonian  kings  had  over  their  subjects? 

8.  Why  were  so  many  of  the  Egyptians  poor?  Which  classes  of 
people  were  rich  and  why  were  they  rich?  Why  were  the 
scribes  important  people? 

9.  Why  did  Egyptians  spend  so  much  time  and  effort  in  build¬ 
ing  tombs  for  the  dead?  What  sort  of  gods  did  they  worship? 
What  kinds  of  literature  did  the  scribes  write?  Do  you  think 
that  the  religious  ideas  of  the  Egyptians  kept  them  from  im¬ 
proving  their  civilization? 

10.  When  did  civilization  begin  to  develop  in  Syria  and  Palestine? 
What  peoples  were  rivals  for  the  control  of  Syria  and  Pales¬ 
tine?  What  did  the  Phoenicians  do  to  advance  civilization? 
Do  you  think  that  the  Hebrews  had  interests  similar  to  those 
of  the  Hindus?  Why  will  we  need  to  know  more  about  the 
Hebrews  later? 

11.  In  what  ways  were  Assyrians  more  advanced  in  military  meth¬ 
ods  than  other  peoples  of  their  time? 

12.  What  is  an  empire?  What  countries  were  included  in  the 
Assyrian  Empire?  Why  were  the  Assyrians  hated?  What 
did  they  add  to  civilization? 

13.  What  peoples  ended  the  rule  of  the  Assyrians?  What  peoples 
are  called  Semitic?  To  what  peoples  were  the  Persians  related? 

14.  What  did  the  Persians  contribute  to  the  civilization  of  west¬ 
ern  Asia?  What  is  the  Zend-Avesta?  What  new  religious 
idea  did  Zoroaster  teach  the  Persians? 

15.  In  what  respects  did  the  Persians  show  that  they  had  greater 
political  ability  than  other  ancient  peoples? 
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17.  When  did  the  Persians  begin  to  have  trouble  with  the  Greeks? 
Why  was  Marathon  a  decisive  battle? 

18.  About  how  long  had  civilization  been  going  on  when  the 
Greeks  appear  in  history? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Make  a  list  of  unfamiliar  words  that  you  need  to  know  and 
make  up  a  definition  of  your  own  for  each  one.  Be  sure  that 
you  understand  and  can  use  such  words  as  philosophy,  ethics, 
economic ,  political ,  administration,  justice. 

2.  Make  a  WHO’S  WHO  for  the  ancient  peoples  giving  a  brief 
statement  for  each  person  important  enough  to  be  listed. 
Give  dates,  place  of  residence,  occupation,  achievements,  and 
reasons  for  the  historical  importance  of  each. 

3.  Indicate  the  areas  in  which  each  ancient  civilization  existed 
by  shading  or  coloring  an  outline  map.  Show  locations  of 
rivers  and  cities  mentioned  in  this  chapter.  Using  the  same 
scale  of  miles  as  on  the  map  on  page  845,  make  a  rough 
estimate  of  the  distance  from  Babylon  to  Memphis  (a) 
directly  across  the  Arabian  desert  as  a  bird  would  fly,  (b)  up 
the  Euphrates  River  and  then  through  Syria  and  Palestine. 

4.  Make  a  comparison  of  the  civilizations  of  the  Babylonians  and 
the  Egyptians.  In  what  ways  were  they  alike  or  different  in 
ways  of  living,  agriculture,  craftsmanship,  building,  religion, 
government,  knowledge? 

5.  Explain  why  a  calendar  based  on  the  moon  has  to  be  cor¬ 
rected  frequently. 

6.  Prepare  a  report  on  one  other  early  civilization  not  discussed 
in  this  chapter.  For  example:  early  civilization  in  Central 
America,  Mexico,  or  Peru. 

7.  Make  a  list  of  eight  of  the  most  important  achievements  or 
advances  in  civilization  made  between  5,000  b.  c.  and  500  b.  c. 
Then  write  in  your  notebook  a  careful,  concise  statement 
about  each  one. 
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General  reading 
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Courtesy  Pan  American  Union 

Ruins  of  Machu  Picchu,  Peru 


One  of  the  most  remarkable  remains  of  ancient  civilization  in  America  is 
this  Inca  fortress  built  on  a  mountain  ridge  at  an  elevation  of  8000  feet. 
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LARGE  FACTS  TO  REMEMBER  ABOUT  UNIT  I 

1.  Men  have  been  on  earth  probably  500,000  years.  It  took 
them  most  of  this  time  to  learn  a  few  things:  to  talk  a  little, 
to  use  fire,  and  to  make  a  few  tools. 

2.  From  15,000  to  6,000  years  ago  they  learned  many  more  things. 
Agriculture,  architecture,  and  domestic  manufacture  were 
developed,  and  they  thought  out  also  a  few  ideas  about  them¬ 
selves  and  the  universe  around  them. 

3.  About  6,000  years  ago  men  began  to  write.  Writing,  added 
to  the  other  things  they  had  learned,  enabled  them  to  begin 
to  live  civilized  lives. 

4.  Civilization  began  early  in  India  and  China.  As  early  as  2500 
years  ago,  these  ancient  civilizations  had  produced  two  great 
philosophers,  Buddha  and  Confucius. 

5.  Civilization  in  Babylonia  began  before  3500  B.C.  The  Baby¬ 
lonians  developed  agriculture,  industry,  business,  law,  and  use¬ 
ful  arts,  but  no  great  literature  or  philosophy. 

6.  Civilization  also  began  early  in  Egypt.  The  ancient  Egyptians 
developed  practical  knowledge  and  skills,  and  were  much  con¬ 
cerned  about  life  after  death. 

7.  From  1500  B.  C.  other  peoples  became  civilized.  Phoenicians 
contributed  the  alphabet;  Hebrews,  a  new  religion;  Assyrians 
and  Persians  united  many  peoples  in  great  empires. 
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Temple  of  Saturn,  the  Forum,  Rome 

Many  Roman  gods  were  similar  to  Greek  gods  or  were  taken  over  from  the 
Greeks.  The  cult  of  Saturn  was  in  part  derived  from  the  Greeks. 


UNIT  II 

GREEK  AND  ROMAN  CIVILIZATION 


The  place  of  Greek  and  Roman  Civilization  in  the  story.  In  the 

hist  unit  we  learned  something  of  the  civilization  of  India  and 
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China  about  2500  years  ago.  We  shall  not  Jearn  anything  about 
the  further  history  of  these  countries  until  towards  the  end  of 
our  story  of  civilization.  This  is  not  because  the  history  of  the 
Hindus  and  the  Chinese  is  not  important  or  interesting  in  itself, 
but  because  it  is  not  so  important  for  us.  If  we  were  Hindus  or 
Chinese,  we  should  need  to  study  the  history  of  India  and  China 
more  fully.  But  we  are  Americans ,  and  our  civilization  has  not 
been  influenced  very  much  by  the  civilization  of  India  and  China. 
The  story  of  our  civilization  begins  in  western  Asia,  then  takes  us 
on  to  the  ancient  Greeks  and  Romans,  and  then  to  the  people  of 
Europe  and  America.  Our  story  of  civilization  will  therefore  be 
mainly  the  story  of  western  civilization. 

We  have  already  studied  the  earliest  civilizations  in  Egypt, 
Babylonia,  and  Persia.  Until  about  3000  years  ago  these  countries 
were  the  centers  of  western  civilization.  Then  there  arose,  in 
Greece  and  the  Aegean  countries,  the  civilization  of  ancient 
Greece.  The  Greeks  learned  much  from  the  Egyptians,  the  Baby¬ 
lonians,  and  the  Persians;  but  they  established  a  civilization  of 
their  own  which  was  in  most  respects  more  advanced.  Then,  under 
Alexander  the  Great ,  the  Greeks  made  a  conquest  of  all  western 
Asia,  and  the  Greek  language  and  culture  were  spread  throughout 
the  eastern  Mediterranean  world.  At  the  same  time  the  Romans 
were  establishing  in  Italy  a  civilization  somewhat  different  from  that 
of  the  Greeks,  and  the  Romans  then  conquered  the  entire  Greek 
world  of  the  eastern  Mediterranean,  and  also  western  Europe  and 
northern  Africa.  The  Romans  learned  much  from  the  Greeks,  and 
within  the  great  Roman  Empire,  which  included  all  countries 
round  the  Mediterranean  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Tigris-Euphrates, 
there  developed  a  civilization  part  Greek  and  part  Roman. 

Greek  and  Roman  civilization  flourished  for  about  a  thousand 
years— roughly  from  500  B.  C.  to  500  A.  D.  In  the  story  of  west¬ 
ern  civilization  it  comes  between  the  earliest  civilizations  of  Egypt, 
Babylonia,  and  Persia  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  civilization  of 
modern  Europe  and  America  on  the  other.  The  Greeks  and 
Romans  learned  much  from  the  ancient  peoples,  and  we  in  turn 
have  learned  much  from  the  Greeks  and  Romans. 
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GREEK  CIVILIZATION 

SHOWING  HOW  THE  GREEKS  WERE  MANY  PEOPLE 

AND  YET  ONE 


Those  which  in  old  times  were  great  have  for  the  most  part 
become  small,  while  those  that  were  in  my  own  time  great 
used  in  former  times  to  be  small.  Herodotus 


If  the  Greeks  were  not  Greeks,  who  were  they?  When  anyone 
says,  '‘Greeks/'  we  are  likely  to  think  of  the  man  who  owns  the 
attractive  candy  shop  around  the  corner.  On  second  thought,  it 
may  occur  to  us  that  the  Greeks  are  the  people  who  live  in  Greece. 
At  the  time  of  the  battle  of  Marathon  the  predecessors  of  the 
modern  Greeks  were  living  in  Greece,  yet  not  in  Greece  only, 
but  also  on  the  coast  of  Asia  Minor,  and  in  the  many  islands  of 
the  Aegean  Sea.  We  call  them  Greeks,  but  they  called  themselves 
Hellenes.  Who  were  these  remarkable  Hellenes? 

Historians  are  less  certain  about  the  answers  to  this  question 
than  they  used  to  be.  Since  there  are  no  written  records  in  the 
Greek  or  Hellenic  language  before  about  800  b.  c.,  our  knowledge 
of  the  people  who  lived  in  Greece  and  the  Aegean  lands  before 
that  date  is  derived  chiefly  from  excavations  made  at  Troy  in 
Asia  Minor,  at  Mycenae  and  Tiryns  in  Greece,  and  at  Cnossus  in 
the  island  of  Crete.  (See  p.  32.)  In  all  these  places  the  remains 
of  strongly  fortified  cities  have  been  uncovered.  At  Cnossus  were 
found  the  remains  of  a  splendid  royal  palace,  with  many  rooms 
and  corridors,  a  grand  staircase  of  several  flights,  huge  jars  for 
storing  grain,  bathtubs  and  water  drains,  many  objects  made  with 
great  artistic  skill,  and  about  one  thousand  clay-tablet  records 
which  as  yet  no  one  has  been  able  to  read.  At  Mycenae,  in 
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Courtesy  University  of  Pennsylvania  Museum  \ 

Beautiful  Greek  Vases 


The  vase  at  the  left  and  the  middle  vase  were  found  in  Crete.  On  the  central 
vase  are  painted  in  black  two  octopods  writhing  in  the  midst  of  smaller  sea 
animals.  From  painted  vases  we  now  know  many  of  the  fishes,  animals,  and 
plants  that  lived  in  the  Mediterranean  area  thousands  of  years  ago. 

elaborate  royal  tombs,  were  found  hundreds  of  ornaments,  “all  of 
pure  gold,  .  .  .  diadems,  of  gold  on  the  heads  of  the  women  aind 
gold  masks  covering  the  faces  of  the  men,  besides  many  costly 
objects  in  silver,  amber,  and  ivory.” 

The  clay-tablet  records  might  tell  us  much  about  this  ancient 
civilization  if  anyone  could  read  them.  But  from  the  remains 
alone  it  is  clear  that  in  Crete,  Greece,  and  the  Aegean  lands  there 
existed,  long  before  the  Greeks  were  heard  of,  an  advanced  civil¬ 
ization  not  inferior  to  that  of  Babylonia  and  Egypt.  For  nearly 
two  thousand  years  it  flourished.  Then  it  suffered  disaster,  not  all 
at  once,  but  gradually  over  a  period  of  several  centuries.  It  seems 
that  about  1400  b.  c.  a  light-haired  people,  related  in  language  and  , 
race  to  the  Persians  and  the  Hindus,  came  down  from  the  north, 
in  successive  “waves”  of  migration  (1400-1100  b.c.),  and  gradu¬ 
ally  imposed  their  rule  on  the  Aegean  peoples.  The  splendid 
cities  of  Cnossus,  Mycenae,  Tiryns,  and  Troy  were  destroyed. 
The  ancient  civilization  declined,  and  for  several  centuries  the 

i 

Aegean  world  passed  through  a  “Dark  Age”  of  semi-barbarism. 
Orderly  government  broke  down.  Pirates  roamed  the  highways 
of  trade.  Wealth  and  luxury  disappeared.  Art  became  crude  and 
primitive,  and  the  splendor  of  Cnossus  and  Mycenae  survived 
only  as  a  dimly-remembered  golden  age  of  the  remote  past. 
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The  light-haired  people  who  wrecked  the  ancient  Aegean  civil¬ 
ization  were  the  original  Hellenes.  They  imposed  their  rule  and 
their  language  on  the  people  whom  they  conquered,  but  the 
conquered  people  were  not  all  killed  off  or  driven  out;  so  that  in 
the  course  of  centuries  the  two  people— the  invading  Hellenes  and 
the  native  Aegeans— became  through  intermarriage  one  people,  all 
speaking  the  Hellenic  language  and  all  calling  themselves  Hellenes. 
It  was  this  people  of  mixed  Hellenic  and  Aegean  descent  that 
created  the  brilliant  civilization  of  the  fifth  and  fourth  centuries 
before  Christ  which  we  call  Greek  civilization. 

I.  What  all  Greeks  Had  in  Common:  Language  and  Religion 

The  Greeks  of  the  sixth  century  (600-500  B.  C.);  showing  how  they 
were  one  people,  and  also  many.  If  you  look  carefully  at  the  map 

(p.  846)  you  will  notice  something  peculiar  about  these  Aegean 
lands:  they  are  many,  and  yet  somehow  one.  Notice  first  the 
many  islands;  then  the  coast  lands  of  Asia  Minor  and  Thrace 
which,  jutting  out  into  the  sea,  are  separated  by  deep  bays;  finally 
Greece  itself,  nearly  cut  in  two  by  the  Gulf  of  Corinth,  and  fur¬ 
ther  broken  by  mountain  ranges  into  many  small  isolated  valleys. 
But  now  look  at  the  Aegean  lands  as  a  whole,  and  you  will  see 
that  all  these  many  regions  have  something  in  common:  they  are 
for  the  most  part  either  islands  in  the  Aegean  Sea  or  else  lands 
around  its  shores.  Thus  the  Aegean  lands  are  one,  and  at  the 
same  time  many. 

The  Greeks  were  like  their  country:  they  were  one  people  and 
at  the  same  time  many.  They  were  many  people  in  that  they  were 
divided  into  many  small  independent  states.  The  character  of  the 
country,  broken  up  as  it  was  by  mountains  and  sea,  made  it  dif¬ 
ficult  for  them  to  unite  in  one  great  state;  but  they  seem  to  have 
preferred  small  states,  anyway.  The  typical  Greek  state  of  the 
sixth  century  was  thus  quite  unlike  a  modern  state.  To  us  it 
seems  more  like  a  small  agricultural  community,  surrounding  a 
“county  seat”  or  central  city.  The  most  important  thing  in  the 
community  was  the  city  (poll’s,  from  which  we  get  our  word 
political ),  which  served  as  a  place  of  defense,  a  market  place,  and 
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Athenian  Women  at  a  Fountain 

The  fountain,  adorned  with  the  head  of  an  animal,  is  spouting  water  into  one 
jar.  Notice  the  dress  of  the  women  and  the  way  they  carry  the  jars.  From 
a  vase  painting  in  the  British  Museum. 

the  seat  of  government.  For  this  reason  the  Greek  states  are 
called  “city-states/'  On  the  map  you  will  see  that  there  were,  in 
the  Grecian  peninsula  alone,  many  small  city-states.  It  would  be 
well  to  remember  the  names  and  the  location  of  several  of  them — 
notably  Boeotia,  Corinth,  Attica  (Athens),  and  Sparta— since  we 
shall  presently  have  to  learn  something  about  their  conflicts  and 
wars.  It  was  this  division  into  many  states  that  made  the  Greeks 
think  of  themselves,  not  as  one  people,  but  as  many. 

Although  divided  by  mountains  and  sea  into  many  city-states, 
the  Greeks  had  many  things  in  common  which  made  them  think 
of  themselves  as  one  people,  different  from  and  superior  to  all 
others.  The  chief  things  that  united  them  were  a  common 
language  and  common  religious  beliefs  and  customs. 

1.  Common  language.  Of  course  the  Greeks  did  not  all  speak 
exactly  alike,  any  more  than  all  English-speaking  people  speak 
exactly  alike.  There  were  many  dialects ,  differing  so  much  that, 
for  example,  a  Boeotian  farmer  could  scarcely  have  been  under¬ 
stood  by  a  farmer  from  Attica  or  Sparta.  But  there  developed 
a  literary  Greek  which  all  educated  Greeks  could  understand. 
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The  Greeks  did  not  invent  their  alphabet,  but  borrowed  letters 
which  were  used  by  Phoenician  traders,  and  in  time  modified  and 
improved  them.  The  first  two  letters  in  the  Phoenician  alphabet 
were  called  a leph  and  beth  and  were  formed  as  you  see  in  the 
table  at  the  end  of  this  paragraph.  These  the  Greeks  called 
alpha,  and  beta  (from  which  comes  our  word  alphabet).  At  first 
they  followed  the  Phoenician  custom  of  writing  words  from  right 
to  left,  but  later  they  adopted  the  practice  of  writing  from  left  to 
right;  and  when  they  made  this  change  they  reversed  the  form  of 
the  letters,  thusAE>.  The  Romans  later  borrowed  these  letters, 
and  changed  their  form  a  little;  later  still  the  English  took  over  the 
Roman  letters  with  almost  no  change  at  all.  In  the  table  that 
follows  you  can  easily  see  how  the  English  alphabet  developed 
from  the  Phoenician. 


Phoenician 

Early  Greek 

Later  Greek 

Latin 

English 

A 

A 

A 

A 

K 

3 

6 

B 

B 

The  Greeks  wrote  in  different  dialects,  but  in  time  the  form 
used  in  Attica  came  to  be  the  most  widely  used.  In  this,  as  in 
other  ways,  Athens  was  “the  school  of  Greece."  The  Greek  now 
studied  in  college  is  “Attic  Greek"— one  of  the  most  exact  and 
supple  tools  for  conveying  thought  ever  devised  by  any  people. 
This  excellent  language,  and  the  great  literature  written  in  it,  was 
a  common  possession  of  all  Greeks,  one  of  the  things  that  made 
them  feel  that  they  were  one  people. 

2.  Common  religious  beliefs  and  customs.  Greek  religion,  like 
that  of  other  peoples,  no  doubt  began  as  a  form  of  nature  worship; 
but  it  was  already  more  than  that  at  the  time  the  Homeric  poems 
(the  Iliad  and  the  Odyssey )  were  written,  about  800  b.  c.  At  that 
time  the  Greeks  had  many  gods,  the  chief  ones  being  Zeus,  god  of 
the  sky,  wielder  of  thunderbolts;  Apollo,  the  sun-god,  patron  of 
the  fine  arts  and  symbol  of  beauty,  who  every  day  drove  his 
shining  chariot  across  the  heavens;  Athena,  goddess  of  the  air. 
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Vatican  Museum  Courtesy  Newark  Public  Library 

Apollo  and  Two  of  the  Muses 

patroness  of  the  useful  arts,  goddess  of  wisdom;  Poseidon,  god  of 
the  sea;  Aphrodite,  capricious  goddess  of  love. 

The  Greek  gods  differ  from  those  of  other  ancient  peoples  in 
being  less  strange  and  terrifying,  more  human  and  understandable. 
Perhaps  the  reason  is  that  the  Greeks,  more  than  any  other 
ancient  people,  were  a  people  unafraid;  so  that,  thinking  well  of 
themselves,  they  had  the  boldness  and  originality  to  create  the 
gods  in  their  own  image.  Although  immortal,  their  gods  were 
not  so  much  supernatural  as  supermen  and  superwomen. 

They  are  represented  by  Homer  as  a  heavenly  family  dwelling 
magnificently  and  tempestuously  on  the  summit  of  Mt.  Olympus, 
restlessly  submitting  to  the  paternal  rule  of  Zeus,  “the  father  of 
gods  and  men.”  We  can  enter  into  the  lives  of  these  Olympians, 
can  approve  or  disapprove  of  what  they  do,  like  or  dislike  them 
whatever  they  do,  because  they  behave  like  men  and  women,  and 
from  the  same  motives.  They  are  in  turn  moody  and  cheerful, 
friendly  and  quarrelsome,  noble  and  petty;  they  love  and  hate, 
laugh  and  play  and  gorge  themselves  at  banquets;  they  are  ambi¬ 
tious,  often  deceitful,  given  to  intrigue;  they  sulk  and  have  fits  of 
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jealous  rage  and  get  over  it.  All  very  human.  On  the  whole  we 
like  the  Greek  gods— as  much  for  their  frailties  as  for  their 
virtues.  But  we  sometimes  feel  a  bit  sorry  for  poor  Zeus.  In  spite 
of  all  his  power,  he  often  had  a  hard  time  keeping  his  lively 
family  in  order. 

Obviously  the  Greek  gods  were  not  perfect  creatures  whose 
conduct  provided  an  example  to  be  followed.  Their  activities 
were  like  a  dramatic  performance  in  a  theater:  the  gods  on  Mt. 
Olympus  were  tragic  or  comic  actors,  representing  human  conduct 
on  a  scale  so  grand  that  no  one  could  miss  the  meaning  of  good 
and  evil  conduct. 

But  the  gods  were  useful  in  other  ways.  They  sometimes  came 
down  from  Mt.  Olympus  to  take  part  in  the  affairs  of  men.  There 
were  certain  places  favored  by  the  gods,  and  therefore  held  sacred 
by  the  Greeks.  Of  these  the  most  famous  was  Delphi,  where  the 
oracle,  the  priestess  Pythia,  reported  messages  from  Apollo.  To 
Delphi  came  Greeks  from  all  parts  of  the  Aegean  and  even  for¬ 
eigners  from  beyond,  to  consult  the  oracle.  Learning  much  from 
her  many  visitors,  the  oracle  was  often  able  to  give  surprisingly 
intelligent  answers;  but  when  information  was  lacking  she  knew 
how  to  give  answers  with  treacherous  double  meanings.  One  time 
the  Lydian  king,  Croesus,  preparing  for  war  with  the  Persian  king, 
Cyrus,  consulted  the  oracle  as  to  the  outcome,  and  was  told  that 
a  “great  empire  will  be  destroyed/’  Supposing  this  to  mean  the 
Persian  Empire,  Croesus  went  on  with  the  war,  only  to  discover 
that  the  oracle  had  meant  that  his  Lydian  empire  would  be 
destroyed.  Such  mental  tricks  did  not  offend  the  Greeks,  even 
when  they  suffered  from  them;  being  so  clever  at  that  sort  of  thing 
themselves,  they  rather  admired  it  in  their  gods. 

Having  the  same  gods,  the  people  of  the  several  city-states  often 
united  to  do  them  honor.  For  this  purpose  they  had  several 
religious  confederations,  notably  the  one  that  met  twice  a  year  at 
Delphi.  Besides,  there  were  all-Greek  (Panhellenic)  athletic  con¬ 
tests  in  honor  of  certain  gods.  Of  these  the  most  important  were 
those  held  at  Olympia,  every  fourth  year,  in  honor  of  Zeus.  The 
chief  events  were  foot  races  (210  and  420  yard  dashes,  and  the 
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'long  distance,”  of  two  or  three  miles),  the  broad  jump,  discus 
and  javelin  throwing,  and  wrestling.  In  the  earlier  period  none 

but  Greek  citizens  of  blameless 
life  who  had  completed  a  ten- 
months’  training  were  eligible. 
Victors,  from  whatever  state  they 
came,  were  universally  acclaimed, 
and  by  the  states  which  they  rep¬ 
resented  often  richly  rewarded. 
We  do  not  easily  associate  ath¬ 
letic  contests  with  religious  cere¬ 
monies;  but  the  Greeks,  more 
than  most  people,  had  a  happy 
way  of  bringing  religion  into  life. 
Themselves  delighting  in  physical 
prowess  and  beauty,  it  never  oc¬ 
curred  to  them  that  the  gods 
would  not  be  pleased  with  those 
who  excelled  in  the  wholesome 
activities  that  developed  bodily 
perfection.  In  honoring  these  victors  they  were  honoring  the  gods 
whose  special  favor  the  victors  were  supposed  to  have  won. 

During  the  Panhellenic  festivals,  the  Greeks  forgot  for  the 
moment  their  political  rivalries.  On  such  occasions,  said  Isocrates, 
"we  are  enabled  to  make  truce  with  each  other  and  to  interrupt 
existing  enmities.  .  .  .  We  join  in  common  prayers  and  sacrifices 
and  recall  that  we  are  all  of  the  same  kindred.”  Among  them¬ 
selves  they  might  quarrel— even  destroy  each  other:  it  was  all  in 
the  family.  But  in  relation  to  the  people  beyond  the  Aegean 
(Egyptians,  Phoenicians,  Persians)  they  were  all  Hellenes,  dif¬ 
ferent  from  and  superior  to  the  outsiders.  These  outsiders  were 
after  all  the  real  "foreigners,”  that  is  to  say  barbaroi.  The  "bar¬ 
barians”  whom  the  Greeks  most  feared  were  the  Persians,  whose 
great  king,  Darius,  had  tried  to  conquer  them  at  the  Battle  of 
Marathon,  (p.  63).  We  must  now  see  how  the  Greeks  continued 
their  struggle  for  independence. 


From  a  Greek  vase  painting 

Athena 


A  likeness  of  Athena  was  on  nearly 
all  trophies  awarded  to  victors  in 
athletic  contests. 
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II.  Two  Greek  States,  one  military,  the  other  democratic, 
Become  Leaders  of  the  Greeks  in  the  War 

AGAINST  THE  PERSIANS 

Athens  and  Sparta  at  the  time  of  the  Persian  Wars,  490-480  B.  C. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century  the  barbaroi  (foreigners) 
whom  the  Greeks  feared  most  were  the  Persians.  Although  the 
battle  of  Marathon  (p.  63)  saved  the  Greeks  for  the  time,  it  did 
not  end  the  struggle  against  the  Persians.  Ten  years  later  King 
Xerxes  sent  a  much  larger  army  to  conquer  the  Greeks;  but  once 
more  the  Greeks  resisted,  and  once  more  they  were  successful. 
The  chief  credit  for  this  second  victory  belongs  to  Athens  and 
Sparta.  Before  relating  the  story  of  their  heroic  struggle  against 
the  great  king,  we  must  learn  something  more  about  these  most 
famous  of  all  the  Greek  states. 

Sparta.  The  Spartans  belonged  to  what  is  called  the  Dorian 
branch  of  the  Greek  race.  They  originally  settled  in  Laconia, 
which  is  a  district  in  the  large  southern  peninsula  of  Greece.  Im¬ 
posing  their  rule  on  the  people  whom  they  found  there,  they  later 
conquered  the  people  who  lived  in  Messenia  also.  In  all  these 
regions  the  Spartans  took  the  best  lands  for  themselves.  Those 
of  the  conquered  people  who  made  little  resistance  were  permitted 
to  keep  the  poorer  lands,  and  were  called  perioeci  (“dwellers- 
around”);  the  others  were  made  serfs  ( helots )  on  the  lands  of 
the  Spartans.  Thus  the  Spartans  were  a  privileged  landowning 
aristocracy,  supported  by  a  servile  class,  who  imposed  their  rule  on 
the  subject  people.  For  themselves  the  Spartans  had  a  somewhat 
democratic  government.  There  were  two  kings,  but  the  real 
power  was  exercised  by  a  Council  ( Gerousia )  of  thirty  members 
( the  kings  being  members ) ,  and  a  small  committee  of  five  epliois 
elected  by  the  citizens.  But  the  perioeci  and  the  helots ,  who 
made  up  the  great  majority  of  the  people,  were  of  course  not 
citizens;  and  for  them  the  government  was  not  a  democracy,  but 
an  aristocracy— a  government  of  the  many  by  the  few. 

Aristocracies  supported  by  the  work  of  servile  classes  usually  live 
luxuriously,  taking  their  ease  and  pleasure.  But  the  Spartans  made 
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Doric,  Ionic,  and  Corinthian  Column  Capitals 


things  hard  for  themselves,  as  well  as  for  everyone  else.  The  chief 
reason  for  this  was  that  they  lived  in  constant  danger  from  insur¬ 
rection  by  the  helots,  who  greatly  outnumbered  their  masters. 
To  maintain  their  supremacy,  the  Spartans  adopted  the  bare  and 
strenuous  existence  of  soldiers  living  in  barracks.  As  in  other 
Greek  states,  physically  defective  infants  were  allowed  to  die  from 
exposure.  At  the  age  of  seven,  all  boys  were  separated  from  their 
parents  and  trained  by  the  state.  They  were  required  to  live  on 
the  simplest  coarse  food,  to  endure  without  whimpering  the  sever¬ 
est  physical  hardships,  to  speak  only  when  spoken  to  and  then 
briefly,  and  to  obey  superiors  instantly  and  without  question. 

Sparta  thus  became  a  communistic  fighting  state  in  which  all 
intellectual  attainments  and  the  arts  and  graces  of  life  were  ruth¬ 
lessly  sacrificed  to  military  efficiency.  The  result  was  that  Sparta 
contributed  almost  nothing  to  the  cultural  heritage  of  the  world, 
except  a  solid,  unadorned  architectural  style  (the  Doric),  and  two 
phrases  (“Spartan  fare”  and  “laconic  speech”);  but  she  had  the 
best  army  in  Greece. 
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Athens.  The  Athenians  belonged  to  the  Ionian  branch  of  the 
Greek  people.  At  first  they  were  governed  by  a  king  and  a  council 
(Areopagus)  made  up  of  wealthy  landowning  nobles.  Presently 
the  king  lost  power,  and  the  nobles  gained  control.  During  this 
time,  according  to  Aristotle,  government  was  “all  in  favor  of  the 
few,  and  .  .  .  the  poor  with  their  wives  and  families  were  in 
servitude  to  the  rich.”  If  poor  farmers  could  not  pay  their  rents 
to  the  nobles  whose  land  they  cultivated,  “they  and  their  children 
were  liable  to  be  sold  into  slavery.”  This  caused  so  much  “civil 
strife  between  the  nobles  and  the  people”  that  at  last  (594  b.  c.) 
a  wise  aristocrat,  named  Solon,  carried  through  drastic  reforms. 
Existing  debts  were  cancelled,  and  slavery  for  debt  was  abolished. 
The  popular  assembly  ( ecclesia )  was  enlarged  by  admitting  more 
men  to  citizenship  and  it  was  given  more  power.  New  courts 
were  created  composed  of  judges  selected  by  lot  from  among  the 
citizens.  The  reforms  of  Solon  prepared  the  way  for  popular 
government,  by  weakening  the  power  of  the  nobles  and  protecting 
the  poor  against  the  rich.  Solon  was  always  remembered  by  the 
Athenians  as  a  great  “lawgiver,”  and  his  name  became  the  symbol 
for  political  wisdom,  so  that  even  today  we  often  refer  to  congress¬ 
men  and  senators  as  “solons.” 

After  Solon’s  time,  in  spite  of  his  reforms,  bitter  class  and  party 
conflicts  occurred.  Athens  was  already  an  important  industrial 
and  commercial  city,  so  that  in  addition  to  the  old  conflict  be¬ 
tween  rich  landowners  and  poor  farmers,  there  was  conflict 
between  farmers  in  the  country  and  business  men  and  traders  in 
the  city.  One  day  a  clever  noble,  Pisistratus,  with  the  help  of 
armed  followers,  seized  the  Acropolis  in  Athens  and  made  himself 
dictator  (what  the  Greeks  called  a  “tyrant”).  Although  a  noble, 
he  made  himself  popular  by  dividing  some  of  the  large  estates 
among  poor  farmers,  advancing  them  money  on  easy  terms,  and 
putting  unemployed  city  people  to  work  building  temples  and 
other  public  buildings.  He  was  succeeded  by  his  sons,  Hippias 
and  Hipparchus.  They  were  less  popular  than  their  father  had 
been,  and  the  people  at  length  found  another  leader  in  Clisthenes, 
who  abolished  tyranny  (about  510  b.  c.),  and  by  completing  the 
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Courtesy  New  York  Public  Library 


A  Greek  Chariot,  400  b.c. 

reforms  of  Solon  established  the  democratic  form  of  government 

in  Attica  which  endured  for  about  a  hundred  vears. 

* 

Clisthenes  wished  to  end  the  strife  of  the  several  parties  and 
classes— rich  landowners  of  the  plain,  small  farmers  of  the  upland, 
business  men  and  traders  of  the  city.  To  do  this,  he  divided  the 
entire  country  into  about  one  hundred  districts  called  demes 
( demoi ),  and  grouped  the  people  into  ten  tribes.  Each  tribe  was 
composed,  not  of  the  demes  in  a  particular  region  (Plain,  Upland, 
or  City),  but  of  a  number  of  demes  from  each  of  the  different 
regions.  Thus  each  of  the  tribes  would  contain  some  people  from 
all  of  the  different  conflicting  parties  and  classes.  From  each 
tribe  there  were  selected  by  lot  fifty  men  to  make  up  the  executive 
council  ( boule )  of  five  hundred,  while  all  adult  male  citizens  were 
admitted  to  the  legislative  assembly.  The  army  was  commanded 
by  ten  generals,  one  elected  by  each  tribe. 

To  guard  against  another  tyranny,  citizens  were  permitted  to 
vote,  once  a  year,  for  the  banishment  ( ostracism )  of  any  man  who 
appeared  to  be  gaining  too  much  influence.  One  year  they  ban¬ 
ished  Aristides,  a  man  so  fair-minded  that  he  was  called  “Aristides 
the  just.”  A  certain  citizen,  asked  why  he  objected  to  so  good  a 
man,  replied  that  he  had  no  objection  to  Aristides,  but  was 
mortally  tired  of  hearing  any  man  always  called  “the  just.” 

By  these  ingenious  devices  Clisthenes  established  political  and 
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social  democracy  in  Attica.  We  must  remember  of  course  that 
political  privilege  in  this  democracy  was  confined  to  citizens,  and 
that  the  citizens  were  only  about  one  half  of  the  population. 
There  were  slaves  with  no  rights,  and  a  larger  number  of  foreigners 
( metics )  permanently  residing  in  the  country,  who  had  neither 
political  rights  nor  (with  a  few  exceptions)  the  right  to  own  land. 
But  the  metics  were  well  treated,  and  some  of  them  were  admitted 
to  citizenship. 

Popular  government  of  any  sort  was  a  new  thing  in  the  world. 
It  was  the  principal  contribution  of  the  Greeks  to  the  art  of 
politics;  and,  although  many  Greek  states  had  some  measure  of 
popular  government,  Athens  in  the  fifth  century  was,  of  all  places 
in  the  world,  the  place  where  both  citizens  and  foreigners  were 
least  subject  to  oppressive  or  unfair  laws  and  customs. 

How  Greeks  united  to  defend  themselves  against  a  Persian  king, 
Xerxes,  480-479  B.  C.  In  the  year  481  b.  c.,  knowing  that  the 
Persian  king  Xerxes  was  preparing  to  invade  Greece,  thirty-nine 
Greek  states  sent  representatives  to  Corinth  to  plan  a  common 
defense.  There  they  patched  up  their  quarrels,  and  agreed  to 
place  their  combined  forces  under  the  leadership  of  Sparta. 
Meantime,  before  the  meeting  at  Corinth,  the  Athenians  had 
debated  the  question  whether  to  strengthen  their  army  or  put 
their  money  into  a  navy.  Aristides  argued  in  favor  of  the  army, 
since  it  had  defeated  the  Persians  at  Marathon.  But  Themistocles, 
perhaps  the  ablest  of  Greek  statesmen,  was  in  favor  of  the  navy 
since,  if  defeated  on  land,  the  Athenians  could  take  to  their  ships 
and  sail  away.  Aristides  was  ostracised  in  483  b.  c.,  so  that  in 
482  Themistocles  was  able  (perhaps  with  the  help  of  the  oracle  at 
Delphi,  who  advised  the  Athenians  to  trust  to  their  “wooden 
walls”)  to  get  the  Athenian  government  to  build  two  hundred 
ships.  Thus  the  Greeks  prepared  to  meet  the  Persians. 

Early  in  the  year  480  the  long  expected  Persian  army  of  perhaps 
150,000  soldiers,  led  by  King  Xerxes  himself,  crossed  the  Helles¬ 
pont  and  moved  along  the  coast  into  Thessaly.  A  fleet  of  about 
600  vessels,  sailing  as  close  in  as  possible,  kept  pace  with  the  army, 
and  so  after  many  months  the  Persian  host  arrived  at  Thermopylae, 
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From  a  Greek  vase  painting  Courtesy  New  York  Public  Library 

Arming  for  Battle 

A  warrior  is  putting  his  cuirass  on  over  his  soft  woolen  shirt.  Two  Scythians 
hold  his  weapons.  The  Greek  letters  under  his  left  arm  say  “Euthymides 
painted  me”  (the  vase).  Such  a  vase  is  called  a  “signed  vase.” 

a  narrow  pass  between  mountains  and  sea,  leading  from  Thessaly 
into  central  Greece. 

Realizing  that  their  only  chance  of  blocking  the  invasion  was 
to  hold  this  pass,  a  Greek  army  of  perhaps  10,000  was  stationed 
there  under  the  Spartan  king,  Leonidas.  Across  the  pass  the 
Greeks  had  built  a  wall,  behind  which  the  first  Persians  to  enter 
the  pass  could  see  them  playing  games,  or,  in  preparation  for 
battle,  combing  their  long  hair.  Xerxes  could  now  either  try  to 
force  his  way  through  the  pass,  or  use  his  navy  to  land  troops  on 
the  other  side  of  it  and  so  attack  the  Greeks  from  front  and  rear 
at  the  same  time.  He  decided  on  the  latter  plan;  but  the  Persian 
navy,  weakened  by  storms,  and  checked  by  the  Greek  fleet  of  300 
vessels,  was  unable  to  carry  out  the  king’s  orders.  Xerxes  then 
decided  to  force  the  pass,  but  for  two  days  the  Greeks  resisted 
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Courtesy  Oriental  Institute,  U niversity  of  Chicago 

Bringing  Tribute  to  a  Persian  King 
In  the  great  audience  hall  of  King  Darius,  at  Persepolis,  was  a  sculptured  frieze 
which  represented  “a  procession  of  tribute-bearers  from  twenty-eight  nations 
subject  to  the  Persian  king.”  Figures  from  three  of  those  nations  are  shown: 
Arachosians,  with  vessels  of  gold  and  a  camel  (top);  Sardians,  with  a  humped 
bull,  shields,  and  lances  (center);  and  Bactrians,  with  a  camel  and  golden 
vessels  (bottom).  Darius  failed  in  his  attempt  to  add  the  Greeks  to  his 

empire  (p.  63),  as  did  Xerxes  also. 

every  attack.  On  the  evening  of  the  second  day  a  Greek  in  Per¬ 
sian  pay  guided  Persian  soldiers  around  the  pass  over  a  little 
known  mountain  trail,  thus  accomplishing  by  land  what  the  navy 
had  failed  to  accomplish  by  sea.  Realizing  that  they  were  trapped 
after  all,  most  of  the  Greeks  retreated  before  it  was  too  late;  but 
Leonidas  with  three  hundred  Spartans  and  about  a  thousand 
other  Greeks  remained  at  the  pass  and  died  fighting.  For  this 
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heroic  act  they  have  always  been  remembered:  “Of  them  that  fell 
at  Thermopylae  the  fortune  is  noble,  and  fair  is  their  fate." 

The  Persian  army  now  swept  down  through  Boeotia  into  Attica, 
occupied  Athens,  and  burned  the  public  buildings  on  the  Acrop¬ 
olis.  To  escape  death  or  captivity,  the  Athenians  gathered  up 
what  possessions  they  could  and  sailed  to  the  neighboring  islands 
of  Salamis  and  Aegina.  To  defend  southern  Greece  from  inva¬ 
sion,  the  Greek  army  was  stationed  at  the  Isthmus  of  Corinth, 
while  the  navy  held  the  Straits  of  Salamis. 

Themistocles,  always  willing  to  take  a  gambler’s  chance,  hoped 
to  win  a  naval  victory  by  enticing  the  Persian  ships  into  these 
narrow  waters.  He,  therefore,  sent  to  Xerxes  a  Greek  who  pre¬ 
tended  to  betray  the  Greeks  by  telling  the  Persian  king  that  the 
Greek  fleet  intended  to  retire  to  the  Saronic  Gulf.  If  the  Persians 
acted  quickly  they  could  trap  the  Greeks  in  the  Straits  of  Salamis 
as  they  had  trapped  the  Greek  army  in  the  pass  of  Thermopylae. 
Deceived  by  this  ruse,  the  Persian  fleet  entered  the  straits.  It  was 
a  fatal  mistake,  partly  because  the  Persians  did  not  know  these 
narrow  waters  as  well  as  the  Greeks  did,  and  partly  because  there 
was  not  room  for  so  large  a  fleet  to  maneuver  properly.  Surprised 
by  the  skillful  Greek  attack,  the  Persian  fleet  became  disorganized, 
one  ship  getting  in  the  way  of  another,  unable  either  to  fight 
effectively  or  to  escape. 

While  the  Greek  galleys ,  with  no  lack  of  skill , 

Hemmed  them  and  battered  in  their  sides ,  and  soon 
The  hulls  rolled  over ,  and  the  sea  was  hid, 

Crowded  with  wrecks  and  butchery  of  men. 

Thus  ended  the  decisive  naval  battle  of  Salamis.  Xerxes  re¬ 
turned  to  Asia  Minor  with  his  fleet  and  part  of  his  army,  leaving 
the  major  part  of  it  under  the  command  of  Mardonius,  to  winter 
in  Thessaly.  In  the  spring  of  479  Mardonius  invaded  Attica  a 
second  time,  only  to  be  defeated  by  the  Greeks  under  Pausanias 
at  Plataea.  Mardonius  was  killed,  and  the  remnants  of  the  Persian 
hosts  were  soon  driven  out  of  Greece. 

The  defeat  of  the  great  king  of  Persia  was  a  most  important 
event  because  it  left  the  Greeks  free  to  develop  their  own  type  of 
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A  Greek  Warship 

This  model  is  of  a  trireme,  1 50  feet  long.  It  carried  men,  water,  and  ballast. 
When  a  fleet  set  out,  merchant  ships  accompanied  the  galleys  and  carried 

their  supplies. 

civilization;  and  the  century  and  a  half  following  the  Persian  wars 
is  the  time  when  this  civilization  reached  its  highest  level.  In 
politics  this  great  age  of  Greece  can  best  be  studied  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  two  major  events— the  rise  of  the  Athenian  Empire,  and 
the  long  and  disastrous  Peloponnesian  War  between  Athens  and 
Sparta.  The  great  achievements  of  the  Greeks  in  art,  literature, 
science,  and  philosophy  will  be  the  subject  of  another  chapter. 

III.  Athens  and  Sparta  Struggle  for  the  Leadership 

of  the  Greeks 

The  Great  Age  of  Greece:  (I)  How  the  Athenians  transformed 
a  free  confederacy  into  a  subject  empire,  479-43 1  B.  C.  En¬ 
couraged  by  the  decisive  victories  of  Salamis  and  Plataea,  Greek 
cities  in  Asia  Minor  revolted  against  Persian  rule.  In  order  to 
help  them,  as  well  as  to  maintain  their  own  freedom,  many  of  the 
island  states  joined  Athens  in  a  kind  of  naval  league.  Some  states 
contributed  ships,  others  money  with  which  to  build  ships.  Since 
the  common  treasury  was  located  in  the  temple  of  Apollo  on  the 
Island  of  Delos,  the  league  was  called  the  Confederacy  of  Delos; 
but  the  Athenians,  who  determined  what  contributions  should  be 
made  by  the  different  states  and  who  administered  the  common 
funds,  were  recognized  as  the  real  leaders.  Besides  helping  to 
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free  the  Greek  cities  of  Asia  Minor,  which  were  then  admitted 
to  the  confederacy,  the  confederacy  cleared  the  sea  of  pirates  and 
arranged  favorable  commercial  treaties  among  the  member  states. 

The  confederacy  was  a  good  thing  for  all,  but  it  benefited 
Athens  more  than  the  others  because  the  Athenians,  being  the 
real  managers  of  the  confederation,  were  more  and  more  disposed 
to  use  it  for  their  own  interests.  Therefore,  when  the  Island  of 
Naxos  decided  to  withdraw  from  the  confederacy,  the  Athenians 
laid  siege  to  the  island,  forced  the  Naxians  to  surrender  their  navy, 
and  imposed  an  annual  tribute  on  them  (469-468  b.c.).  Dur¬ 
ing  the  next  ten  years  the  Athenians  took  over  the  fleets  of  almost 
all  of  the  member  states,  imposed  tributes  on  them,  and  moved 
the  treasury  from  Delos  to  Athens.  In  this  way  a  voluntary  con¬ 
federacy  of  states,  formed  for  the  purpose  of  defending  their 
common  liberty  against  Persia,  was  transformed  into  an  empire 
composed  of  states  subject  to  Athens. 

Athens  did  not  interfere  much  in  the  internal  government  of 
the  several  states,  but  she  collected  from  them  an  annual  tribute 
which  Thucydides  says  amounted  to  460  talents  ($552,000).  This 
tribute,  an  enormous  sum  for  those  times,  the  Athenians  used  for 
many  purposes,  but  chiefly  for  maintaining  a  formidable  navy 
which  made  them,  for  the  time  being,  the  dominant  political 
power  in  the  Greek  world. 

While  the  Athenians  were  imposing  their  authority  on  other 
states,  their  own  government  remained  essentially  what  Clisthenes 
(p.  84)  had  made  it— a  democracy.  There  were  magistrates, 
elected  by  ballot  or  chosen  by  lot,  to  execute  the  laws;  but  the 
laws  and  policies  to  be  followed  were  decided  by  the  general 
assembly  ( ecclesia )  composed  of  all  adult  male  citizens.  Since 
the  assembly  was  large,  it  could  do  little  more  than  vote  for  or 
against  measures  proposed  to  it;  and  so  it  happened  that  the 
government  was  really  directed  by  such  leaders  as  the  majority 
of  citizens  were  willing  to  support.  Until  the  Peloponnesian 
War,  the  Athenians  were  fortunate  in  having  capable,  and  for  the 
most  part  honest,  leaders.  Of  these  the  greatest  was  Pericles 
(490-429  b.c.). 
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Pericles  was  in  no  sense  what  we  call  a  “demagog”— a  politician 
who  advocates  anything  which  he  thinks  people  will  approve.  He 
was  not  a  “good  mixer”  or  a 
“glad-hander.”  He  was  reserved 
and  aristocratic  in  his  manner, 
associated  for  the  most  part  with 
artists  and  philosophers,  and 
spoke  in  the  assembly  only  when 
matters  of  importance  were  to  be 
decided.  On  all  such  occasions 
he  was  a  very  effective  orator, 
appealing  with  great  skill  both  to 
the  intelligence  and  to  the  emo¬ 
tions  of  his  audience.  The  result 
was  that  for  thirty  years  (459- 
429  b.  c.),  with  one  brief  inter¬ 
lude,  Pericles  was  the  real  ruler 
of  Attica. 

It  was  during  this  “Age  of 
Pericles”  that  Athenian  democ¬ 
racy  worked  best— most  nearly 
approached  that  ideal  of  Athe¬ 
nian  democracy  which  Pericles 
described  in  a  famous  funeral 
oration  in  honor  of  the  soldiers  who  died  fighting  the  Spartans  in 
the  Peloponnesian  War.  The  Athenian  form  of  government,  said 
Pericles, 

is  a  democracy,  for  the  administration  is  in  the  hands  of  the 
many  and  not  of  the  few.  .  .  .  When  a  citizen  is  in  any  way 
distinguished,  he  is  preferred  in  the  public  service,  not  as  a 
matter  of  privilege,  but  as  a  reward  of  merit.  Even  poverty  is 
not  a  bar,  for  a  man  may  benefit  his  country  whatever  the  low¬ 
liness  of  his  condition.  .  .  .  And  in  the  matter  of  education, 
whereas  they  (the  Spartans)  from  early  youth  are  always  under¬ 
going  laborious  exercises  which  are  to  make  them  brave,  we 
live  at  ease,  and  yet  are  equally  ready  to  face  the  perils  which 


Courtesy  British  Museum 

The  Greatest  Statesman  of 
Athens 


Made  by  the  sculptor  Cresilas  in 
the  5th  century  b.c.  This  is  a  copy 
in  marble  of  the  head  of  a  bronze 
statue  of  Pericles. 
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they  face.  ...  If  few  of  us  are  originators,  we  are  all  sound 
judges,  of  a  policy.  ...  For  we  have  a  peculiar  power  of  think¬ 
ing  before  we  act,  and  of  acting  too,  whereas  other  men  are 
courageous  from  ignorance  but  hesitate  upon  reflection. 

This  is,  of  course,  an  idealized  picture:  the  qualities  described 
are  those,  not  of  every  citizen,  but  of  Pericles  himself.  Athenian 
citizens  were  in  fact  neither  so  good  judges,  nor  so  free  from 
prejudice,  as  Pericles  makes  them  out  to  be.  The  truth  is  that 
Athenian  democracy  worked  well  only  so  long  as  the  citizens, 
having  no  serious  grievances,  were  willing  to  follow  the  judgment 
of  able  and  honest  leaders. 

It  was  easier  for  an  Athenian  citizen  to  find  out  who  the  able 
and  honest  leaders  were  than  it  is  for  the  average  citizen  to  do 
so  in  a  modern  democracy.  One  reason  is  that  he  lived  in  a 
political  community  small  enough  so  that  he  could  know  what 
everyone  was  doing  and  who  was  doing  everything.  The  entire 
population  of  Attica,  in  the  time  of  Pericles,  did  not  exceed  300,- 
000— less  than  the  population  of  Buffalo  or  Minneapolis.  Of 
these,  nearly  one  third  were  slaves,  and  about  one  sixth  resident 
foreigners  (metics),  leaving  no  more  than  150,000  citizens.  Ex¬ 
cluding  women  and  children,  there  were  then  only  about  50,000 
voters,  many  of  whom  lived  in  the  country  and  rarely  attended 
the  assembly.  Thus  the  average  citizen  in  Athens  could  easily 
inform  himself  about  vital  public  questions,  and  learn  from  his 
friends  and  neighbors  what  the  leaders  were  doing  and  why  they 
were  doing  it. 

Many  foreigners  came  to  reside  in  Athens  because  it  was  the 
intellectual  and  commercial  center  of  the  Greek  world.  Some  of 
the  metics  were  artists  and  philosophers  (Aristotle,  for  example); 
many  of  them  were  skilled  artisans;  others  were  business  men 
and  traders.  Athenian  ships  carried  on  a  prosperous  import  and 
export  trade  throughout  the  Aegean,  with  Egypt  and  Phoenicia,  and 
even  in  the  western  Mediterranean.  The  chief  imports  were 
grain,  timber,  and  hides;  the  exports,  wine,  olive  oil,  and  manu¬ 
factured  articles,  especially  beautifully  painted  pottery. 

Like  modern  England,  Attica  was  dependent  on  free  and  con- 
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Cabinet  des  Medailles,  Paris 


Courtesy  New  York  Public  Library 


Trade  Among  the  Greeks 


This  lively  scene  of  commercial  shipping  is  painted  on  a  Spartan  cup.  King 
Arcesilas  of  Cyrene  (a  Greek  colony  in  North  Africa)  sitting  on  a  folding 
stool,  his  tame  panther  cub  beneath  it,  watches  carefully  the  weighing,  in  a 
huge  pair  of  scales,  of  one  of  Cyrene’s  most  important  exports.  Below  men 
are  storing  sacks  in  the  hold  of  the  ship.  A  lizard,  a  monkey,  and  a  stork  also 

decorate  the  cup. 


stant  access  to  the  sea.  Unlike  England,  Attica  was  not  an  island, 
and  her  fleet  could  not  defend  the  country  from  attack  on  land 
by  a  powerful  military  state,  such  as  Sparta.  The  Athenians 
therefore  built  strong  walls  around  the  city,  so  that  in  case  of  war 
the  country  people  could  take  refuge  within  the  walls.  Then, 
since  the  city  was  about  five  miles  from  the  sea,  parallel  walls 
were  built  from  the  city  to  the  port  (Piraeus)  where  ships 
docked,  and  around  the  port  itself.  So  long  as  the  Athenians 
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could  defend  these  walls,  their  contact  with  the  sea  was  assured, 
and  they  could  not  be  starved  out:  at  worst,  they  could  take  to 
their  ships  and  go  elsewhere  temporarily,  as  they  did  during  the 
Persian  wars. 

The  Great  Age  of  Greece:  (2)  The  Peloponnesian  War,  43 1  — 

404  B.  C.  The  people  whom  Athenians  had  most  to  fear  were 
the  Spartans.  Since  the  Persian  wars,  Sparta  had  formed  alliances 
with  all  of  the  other  states  in  southern  Greece  (Peloponnesus) 
except  Argolis  and  Achaea,  and  with  Corinth,  Megaris,  Boeotia, 
and  Phocis  in  central  Greece.  Thus  as  Athens  was  the  dominant 
sea  power,  Sparta  was  the  dominant  land  power.  You  can  see 
that  they  were  likely,  sooner  or  later,  to  engage  in  a  desperate 
struggle  for  supremacy.  The  Peloponnesian  War  was  this  des¬ 
perate  struggle. 

Sparta  was  less  to  blame  than  Athens  for  beginning  the  war. 
In  431  b.  c.  the  relations  between  Athens  and  Sparta  were  rather 
friendly,  but  a  bitter  rivalry  had  long  existed  between  Athens  and 
Corinth,  one  of  the  allies  of  Sparta.  In  432  Athens  had  inter¬ 
fered  in  a  quarrel  between  Corinth  and  one  of  her  colonies, 
Corcyra.  Corinth  appealed  to  Sparta,  as  leader  of  the  Pelopon¬ 
nesian  League,  to  aid  her  in  defending  the  liberties  of  the  Greek 
states  against  the  arrogant  Athenians.  At  first  Sparta  declined. 
Knowing  that  a  war,  once  started,  would  be  long  and  victory  un¬ 
certain,  she  tried  to  preserve  the  peace.  But  the  Athenians,  per¬ 
suaded  by  Pericles,  believed  that  war  was  “inevitable,”  and  there¬ 
fore  proceeded  to  make  it  so  by  placing  an  embargo  on  trade  with 
Megaris,  an  ally  of  Sparta,  and  by  beseiging  Potidaea,  a  colony  of 
Corinth.  Some  of  the  Peloponnesian  states  then  joined  Corinth 
in  a  military  invasion  of  Attica  (431  b.  c.) . 

Even  after  this  event  Sparta  sent  envoys  to  Athens  in  a  last 
effort  to  prevent  the  war.  The  Athenians  refused  to  discuss  the 
matter  any  longer,  and  the  Spartan  envoys  departed  with  these 
words  of  warning:  “This  day  will  be  the  beginning  of  great  evils 
to  the  Greeks.”  The  prophecy  was  a  true  one.  The  war  lasted 
twenty-seven  years,  and  the  “great  evils”  it  brought  to  the  Greeks 
fell  chiefly  on  the  Athenians. 
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The  Peloponnesian  War,  the  “Great  War”  of  the  Grecian 
world,  may  be  divided  into  three  periods  (431-421;  415-414; 
413-404  b.c.). 

First  period.  During  the  first  ten  years,  Spartan  armies  and 
allied  armies  invaded  Attica  each  summer  and  ravaged  the 
country,  but  the  Athenians  remained  safe  behind  their  walls, 
supported  by  food  brought  in  by  Athenian  ships,  while  the 
Athenian  navy  landed  soldiers  along  the  Peloponnesian  coast  to 
destroy  what  they  could.  The  chief  disasters  suffered  by  Athens 
were  the  death  of  Pericles  (429  b.  c.),  and  the  outbreak  of  plague, 
occasioned  by  crowding  and  unsanitary  conditions  within  the 
walls  of  Athens,  which  destroyed  a  third  of  the  population.  After 
ten  years  of  indecisive  war,  the  Spartans,  without  consulting  their 
allies,  made  a  peace  with  Athens  which  was  intended  to  last  for 
fifty  years  (Peace  of  Nicias,  421  b.c.). 

Second  period.  Within  a  few  years  the  Athenians  very  foolishly 
broke  the  peace.  Refusing  to  follow  the  sensible  advice  of  Nicias, 
they  adopted  the  policies  of  a  brilliant  but  unscrupulous  young 
man,  Alcibiades,  who  was  as  ready,  for  his  own  advantage,  to 
betray  his  country  as  to  serve  it.  Alcibiades  persuaded  the  Athe¬ 
nians  to  send  an  expedition  to  Sicily  in  order  to  capture  the  city 
of  Syracuse,  a  colony  of  Corinth.  This,  he  argued,  would  not  only 
weaken  Corinth,  but  enable  the  Athenians  to  dominate  the  west¬ 
ern  Mediterranean  around  Sicily  and  southern  Italy  as  she  now 
dominated  the  Aegean.  Unfortunately,  the  city  of  Syracuse  was 
stronger  than  the  Athenians  realized,  and  the  expedition,  con¬ 
sisting  of  264  ships  and  6400  soldiers  besides  many  thousand 
rowers,  was  from  the  first  badly  managed;  so  that  in  the  end  it 
not  only  failed  to  capture  Syracuse,  but  was  itself  totally  de¬ 
stroyed  (415-414  b.  c.).  Neither  ships  nor  men  ever  returned  to 
Athens.  The  commanders,  Nicias  and  Demosthenes,  were  exe¬ 
cuted,  while  the  men  that  survived  ended  their  lives  as  slaves  in 
the  stone  quarries  of  Syracuse. 

Third  period.  Weakened  by  this  unparalleled  disaster,  the 
power  of  Athens  declined  in  spite  of  another  ten  years  of  heroic 
efforts  to  maintain  it.  Many  of  Athens'  subject  states  deserted  to 
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the  enemy.  The  Spartans  slowly  constructed  a  navy,  which  was 
financed  by  the  Persians  (who  were  glad  to  help  the  Greeks  to 
weaken  themselves  by  civil  wars),  and  strengthened  by  ships  sent 
from  Syracuse.  At  last,  in  404  b.c.,  the  Spartan  fleet,  directed 
by  an  able  leader,  Lysander,  outwitted  the  Athenians  at  Aegos- 
potami  in  the  Hellespont,  and  captured  nearly  all  of  the  Athenian 
fleet.  The  Athenians  were  now  without  allies,  ships,  or  money; 
and  when  the  victorious  Spartan  fleet  sailed  into  Piraeus  and  com¬ 
pelled  them  to  pull  down  their  famous  long  walls,  the  great  days 
of  Athens  as  a  political  power  were  over. 

For  sixty  years  following  the  Peloponnesian  War,  the  political 
history  of  Greece  is  of  no  great  importance.  The  Persian  king 
once  more  subjugated  Greek  cities  in  Asia  Minor,  and  for  thirty 
years  Sparta  was  the  dominant  power  in  Greece  and  the  Aegean. 
But  the  Spartans  were  better  fighters  than  statesmen.  They  were 
soon  more  hated  than  the  Athenians  had  been,  and  their  ascend¬ 
ancy  came  to  a  sudden  end  when  Epaminondas,  an  able  leader  of 
the  people  of  Thebes,  defeated  the  Spartan  army  at  Leuctra  (371 
b.c.).  For  a  time  Thebes  was  the  leading  city,  but  her  power, 
depending  chiefly  on  the  genius  of  Epaminondas,  ended  with  his 
death  in  362  b.  c.  Which  of  the  Greek  states  would  take  the  lead 
next? 

No  one  could  have  predicted  that  it  would  be  Macedonia— a 
Greek  state  far  to  the  north  that  had  hitherto  neither  been  feared 
for  its  power  nor  famous  for  any  notable  achievement.  Yet  so  it 
was.  Within  the  next  thirty  years  two  famous  kings  of  Macedonia, 
Philip  and  Alexander  the  Great,  subjugated  Greece  and  con¬ 
quered  the  great  Persian  Empire  as  far  as  the  frontiers  of  India. 
Before  taking  up  these  events,  we  must  study  those  achievements 
of  the  Greeks  which,  far  more  than  their  political  and  military 
struggles,  have  given  them  an  enduring  fame. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  Where  have  excavations  been  made  to  find  out  about  ancient 
Aegean  civilization?  What  evidence  has  been  found  to  in¬ 
dicate  that  it  was  an  advanced  civilization?  When  and  how 
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long  did  it  flourish?  Who  were  the  invaders  who  reduced 
the  early,  civilized  Aegeans  to  semi-barbarism?  Who  were  the 
Greeks,  who  called  themselves  Hellenes? 

2.  Give  two  reasons  to  explain  why  Greeks  lived  in  small,  in¬ 
dependent  communities.  Why  do  we  call  these  small  political 
communities  “city-states’? 

3.  What  did  the  Greeks  have  in  common  which  made  them  feel 
that  they  were  one  people?  Why  does  the  word  baibaroi 
show  that  the  Greeks  felt  they  were  one  people? 

4.  How  did  the  Greeks  change  the  Phoenician  alphabet?  What 
is  “Attic  Greek”?  About  when  were  the  Iliad  and  Odyssey 
written? 

5.  Which  were  the  chief  gods  of  the  Greeks?  In  what  respects 
were  Greek  gods  different  from  the  gods  of  earlier  peoples? 
In  what  part  of  Greece  is  Mt.  Olympus?  How  did  the  Greeks 
try  to  get  information  from  the  gods?  How  did  the  Greeks 
honor  their  gods  by  doing  what  they  liked  to  do  themselves? 

6.  What  is  an  aristocracy?  How  did  it  come  about  that  the 
Spartans  had  an  aristocratic,  military  state?  What  sort  of  life 
did  Spartans  live? 

7.  What  sort  of  government  did  the  people  of  Attica  start  with? 
How  did  the  dictator,  Pisistratus,  make  himself  popular  in 
Attica?  By  what  changes  did  Clisthenes  make  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Athens  a  democracy?  Do  you  think  ostracism  was 
a  good  practice  in  a  democracy? 

8.  What  preparations  did  the  Greeks  make  to  defend  their 
country  from  the  Persians?  What  preparations  did  the 
Athenians  make?  Why  has  the  fight  at  Thermopylae  always 
been  memorable?  By  what  tactics  did  the  Greeks  win  at 
Salamis?  Why  do  we  think  that  it  was  so  important  for  the 
Greeks  to  keep  their  independence? 

9.  For  what  purpose  was  the  Delian  League  formed?  What 
further  results  did  it  achieve?  By  what  methods  did  the 
Athenians  make  the  league  into  an  Athenian  empire? 

10.  Why  did  democracy  work  well  at  Athens  during  this  period 
of  prosperity?  What  sort  of  leader  was  Pericles?  Do  you 
think  that  what  he  said  about  democracy  at  Athens  is  true  of 
democracy  in  the  United  States?  In  what  ways  was  democracy 
different  in  ancient  Athens  and  in  our  modern  United  States? 
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11.  Just  why  did  Athens  and  Sparta  go  to  war?  Why  was  neither 
Athens  nor  Sparta  able  to  do  much  damage  to  the  other? 
How  did  the  Athenians  come  to  make  the  mistake  of  attack¬ 
ing  Syracuse?  How  did  the  Spartans  find  a  way  to  break  up 
the  Athenian  empire? 

12.  Why  did  the  Persians  finance  the  Spartans?  Why  were  the 
Spartans  less  able  to  rule  other  Greeks  than  were  the  Athe¬ 
nians?  What  defeat  broke  the  power  of  Sparta? 

13.  Where  is  Macedonia?  Were  the  Macedonians  Greeks? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  You  have  probably  seen,  in  newspapers,  magazines,  or  books, 
the  names  of  all  the  persons  and  gods  mentioned  in  this  chap¬ 
ter.  Bring  to  class  copies  of  such  references  and  be  able  to 
identify  each  of  them. 

2.  Be  prepared  to  locate  on  the  map  all  places  mentioned  in  this 
chapter.  Using  the  scale  of  miles  on  the  map  (p.  847)  esti¬ 
mate  the  distance  from  (a)  Sparta  to  Athens,  (b)  Athens  to 
Syracuse,  (c)  Attica  to  Macedonia. 

3.  Be  prepared  to  report  from  your  outside  reading  on  one  of  the 
following  topics:  Stories  told  by  the  Greeks  about  their  gods. 
The  Olympic  games.  Greek  coins.  The  education  of  a  Spar¬ 
tan  boy.  The  Greeks  in  southern  Italy  and  Sicily.  Greek 
cities  in  Asia  Minor.  The  Aegean  cities,  Cnossus,  Mycenae, 
Troy.  Cretan  art. 

4.  What  different  kinds  of  government  did  the  Greeks  try  in 
their  city-states?  Be  prepared  to  explain  the  nature  of  each. 

5.  Rivalry  in  trade  was  one  of  the  reasons  for  wars  between 
Greek  cities.  Prepare  a  report  on  Greek  industry  and  trade. 
Consult  the  index  of  any  book  in  which  you  are  looking  for 
particular  information. 

6.  Summarize  the  main  ideas  in  this  chapter  in  ten  concise 
statements. 
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THE  GREAT  AGE  OF  GREECE  IN  ART,  LITERATURE, 
SCIENCE,  AND  PHILOSOPHY 


Athens  is  the  school  of  Greece . 


Thucydides 


In  all  times  most  people  live  without  doing  anything  notable, 
and  die  unknown  beyond  the  circle  of  their  personal  acquaint¬ 
ances.  In  all  times  a  few  individuals  acquire  temporary  fame  as 
leaders  in  their  own  community.  But  at  rare  intervals  there  have 
appeared  a  few  “creative  geniuses/’  who  are  everywhere  known 
and  always  remembered  because  they  added  something  to  the 
power  or  the  understanding  of  mankind.  There  are  living  today 
a  number  of  great  mathematical  physicists,  of  whom  Einstein  is 
the  most  famous,  who  have  changed  our  ideas  of  the  physical 
world.  In  the  latter  part  of  the  fifteen  century  an  unusual  num¬ 
ber  of  supremely  great  artists  lived  in  Italy,  of  whom  the  most 
famous  were  Leonardo  da  Vinci,  Michelangelo,  and  Raphael. 

Another  such  favored  time  and  place  was  Greece,  especially 
Athens,  during  the  century  and  a  half  following  the  Persian  wars. 
In  art,  letters,  and  philosophy  this  was  indeed  the  great  age  of 
Greece— perhaps  the  greatest  creative  age  in  the  history  of  civili¬ 
zation. 

I.  Greek  Creative  Genius  in  Art:  “Nothing  Too  Much” 

The  fine  arts:  painting,  architecture,  sculpture.  We  know  from 
contemporary  writers  that  Greeks  excelled  in  the  art  of  painting, 
but  since  the  paintings  themselves  have  been  lost  we  cannot  com¬ 
pare  them  with  the  great  paintings  of  a  later  time.  Most  Greek 
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Courtesy  Metropolitan  Museum  of  Art 


The  Parthenon  Reconstructed 

In  the  Metropolitan  Museum  of  Art  is  this  miniature  Parthenon,  reconstructed 
to  show  how  it  looked  at  the  height  of  its  splendor. 

buildings  and  statues  have  been  destroyed  too,  but  the  few  that 
have  survived  enable  us  to  say  that  no  people  have  surpassed  the 
Greeks  in  the  arts  of  architecture  and  sculpture. 

In  our  time,  private  individuals,  if  they  can  afford  it,  usually 
build  splendid  private  houses  to  live  in.  But  there  were  no 
splendid  private  houses  in  ancient  Athens.  Streets  were  narrow 
and  crooked  and  dirty;  private  houses  small  and  flimsily  con¬ 
structed  of  sun-dried  brick  or  wood.  Few  Athenians  could  afford 
to  build  fine  houses,  but  anyway  the  Athenian  did  not  care  much 
about  his  house— it  was  primarily  a  place  for  women  and  children. 
The  man  himself  spent  much  of  his  time  away  from  home— at 
his  work,  or  with  acquaintances  in  the  market  square  and  in  other 
public  places.  He  lived  in  public,  in  the  City,  much  more  than 
in  private  in  his  own  house.  All  of  the  really  beautiful  buildings 
were  therefore  built  by  the  City,  and  all  were  public  buildings — 
temples,  theaters,  and  places  of  assembly  for  citizens.  The  only 
beautiful  place  in  Athens  was  the  Acropolis,  the  hill  of  rock,  upon 
which,  after  the  Persian  wars,  a  number  of  public  buildings  were 
constructed.  The  central  building— perhaps  the  finest  example 
of  Greek  architecture— was  the  Parthenon,  a  religious  temple  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  goddess  Athena. 

The  Parthenon,  constructed  entirely  of  white  marble,  still 
stands  on  the  Acropolis,  half  ruined,  yet  still  giving  shadowy  in¬ 
timations  of  its'  ancient  glory.  When  we  look  at  it  as  it  appeared 
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to  the  Greeks,  there  is  no  particular  part  that  distracts  the  eye. 
What  we  see  is  the  building  as  a  whole— a  structure  which  pro¬ 
duces  a  single  harmonious  effect.  The  building  rests  solidly  upon 
the  earth,  but  does  not  oppress  us  with  any  feeling  of  heaviness. 
It  is  large,  but  seems  not  immense.  It  is  neither  too  long  nor 
too  short  for  its  width  and  height;  the  roof  is  neither  too  heavy 
nor  too  light,  too  steep  nor  too  flat  for  the  structure  it  covers; 
nor  are  the  pillars  too  many  or  too  few,  too  massive  or  too  slender 
for  the  weight  they  sustain.  It  appears  spacious  without  seeming 
empty,  open  without  displaying  all  that  is  within.  We  feel  that 
what  it  keeps  within  is  a  secret  worth  keeping,  but  no  more  in¬ 
accessible  than  the  mystery  which  it  itself  proclaims  to  all  the 
world — the  mystery  of  solidity  united  with  grace,  a  simplicity  that 
is  at  once  rich  and  complex,  a  sobriety  that  is  vital,  a  splendor 
that  is  restrained.  Presenting  neither  a  sad  nor  a  frivolous  mien, 
it  somehow  conveys  a  sense  of  both  the  solemnity  and  the  joy 
of  life.  We  know  it  was  constructed  with  infinite  attention  and 
patience;  yet  as  we  see  it  standing  there,  so  finished  and  self- 
contained,  so  at  ease  with  the  world  and  so  sure  of  its  own 
strength  and  perfection,  we  are  persuaded  that  it  must  have  been 
an  effortless  creation  that  will  forever  impose  upon  man  the  magic 
of  a  serene  and  flawless  beauty. 

Modern  architects  still  copy  the  old  Greek  temples  in  many 
ways.  A  Greek  temple  was  a  rectangular  building  with  a  rather 
flat,  gable  roof.  Usually  there  were  two  rooms  in  the  center: 
one  for  a  statue  of  the  god  in  whose  honor  the  temple  had  been 
built,  and  the  other  for  the  treasure  and  gifts  which  belonged  to 
the  god.  At  each  end  there  was  a  porch,  an  extension  of  the  roof 
supported  on  pillars.  The  Greeks  used  three  styles,  or  orders,  of 
pillars.  The  Doric  column  was  sturdy,  severe,  and  unadorned. 
The  Ionic  pillar  was  more  slender  and  graceful  with  the  top 
(capital)  decorated  with  scrolls.  Most  elaborate  was  the  Corin¬ 
thian  order  which  had  elaborate  carving  of  flowers  and  leaves  on 
its  capitals.  On  page  82  you  will  see  a  picture  of  the  Greek  styles 
of  columns.  If  you  study  the  picture  of  these  three  styles,  you 
will  be  able  to  distinguish  them  when  you  see  them,  for  they 


Courtesy  Associated  Screen  News  Limited 
The  Erechtheum  Seen  from  between  two  Pillars  of  the  Parthenon 
The  Porch  of  the  Maidens  is  the  name  given  to  the  part  of  the  Erechtheum 
which  has  figures  of  lovely  maidens  supporting  the  roof. 
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are  to  be  found  on  many  of  our  modern  buildings.  The  Parthe¬ 
non,  you  will  note,  was  built  in  the  Doric  style. 

The  best  Greek  sculpture  has  the  same  perfection  as  the  best 
Greek  architecture.  Phidias,  the  most  famous  sculptor  of  the  fifth 
century,  supervised  the  decorations  of  the  Parthenon,  including 
the  series  of  marble  figures  in  relief  on  the  walls,  some  of  which 
(the  so-called  Elgin  Marbles)  are  now  in  the  British  Museum. 
Unfortunately,  the  chief  masterpieces  of  Phidias  have  not  sur¬ 
vived.  One  was  the  statue  of  Athena  that  stood  in  the  Parthe¬ 
non;  another  was  the  statue  of  Zeus  in  the  temple  of  Zeus  at 
Olympia.  Both  were  immense  figures,  and  both  were  made  of 
gold  and  ivory  laid  over  a  wooden  framework.  The  sculptors  of 
the  fourth  century,  of  whom  the  most  famous  was  Praxiteles, 
made  their  statues,  even  of  the  gods,  the  size  of  the  human  body, 
and  commonly  constructed  them  of  bronze  or  marble.  For  these 
reasons  some  of  them  have  survived,  and  may  be  seen  in  European 
art  galleries.  One  of  these  is  the  Hermes  of  Praxiteles.  Another 
is  the  Aphrodite  of  Cnidus.  The  story  goes  that  a  rich  king  in 
Asia  Minor  offered  to  pay  the  entire  debt  of  the  city  of  Cnidus 
in  exchange  for  this  statue.  But  the  king,  like  the  rich  American 
who  offered  to  buy  the  Arc  de  Triomphe  in  Paris,  found  that  there 
were  some  things  that  money  could  not  buy.  The  citizens  of 
Cnidus  preferred  to  keep  their  goddess. 

The  Greeks  were  aware  of  the  sharp  contrast  between  life  as  it 
is  and  as  it  might  or  ought  to  be.  Greek  artists  were  seekers  after 
perfection:  they  were  more  interested  than  modern  artists  are  in 
depicting  life  as  it  might  be.  It  is  true  that  some  of  their  build¬ 
ings  (for  example,  some  of  their  theaters)  served  a  practical  pur¬ 
pose;  and  some  of  their  statues  were  likenesses  of  real  persons. 
But  on  the  whole,  Greek  artists  of  the  fifth  and  fourth  centuries 
were  most  interested  in  the  ideal  or  the  perfect.  Thus  the 
Aphrodite  of  Cnidus  is  not  the  figure  of  any  real  woman  ever  seen 
by  the  artist,  but  what  the  artist  imagined  the  ideal  or  perfectly 
beautiful  woman  might  be.  Nor  was  the  Parthenon  designed  to 
serve  any  practical  purpose,  such  as  most  fine  buildings  are— for 
example,  the  Empire  State  Building.  On  the  contrary,  it  was  a 
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Greek  Horsemen,  from  a  Frieze  of  the  Parthenon 

This  marble  frieze,  which  is  forty  inches  high,  ran  around  the  four  sides  of 
the  Parthenon.  Many  parts  of  the  frieze  are  now  in  the  British  Museum. 

temple  dedicated  to  a  goddess— the  dwelling  place  of  an  ideal 
creature.  It  therefore  represents  the  Greek  ideal  of  a  perfect 
building.  It  is  the  architectural  expression  of  the  Greek  motto 
“nothing  too  much/' 

Perhaps  the  Greeks  prized  this  motto  because  they  could  not 
be  so  moderate  in  life,  just  as  Americans  are  attached  to  the 
slogan  “safety  first”  because  they  rarely  live  up  to  it.  Greek  his¬ 
tory  does  not  show  that  the  Greeks  were  guided  by  moderation, 
grace,  and  stability.  On  the  contrary,  they  impress  us  not  so 
much  by  their  stability  as  by  their  capacity  for  sudden  changes. 
Heroic  deeds  and  generous  actions  alternate  strangely  with  weak¬ 
ness,  cruelty,  and  base  betrayals.  The  Greeks  knew  all  this  very 
well,  much  better  probably  than  we  do;  and  that  is  perhaps  why 
they  tried  to  make  up  for  their  own  defects  by  having  an  ideal  of 
life  and  beauty  that  made  them  think  about  their  good  qualities 
and  not  about  their  bad  ones. 

The  Parthenon  was  not  a  building  that  any  Greek  could  hope 
to  live  in,  any  more  than  the  Aphrodite  of  Cnidus  was  a  real 
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Courtesy  Newark  Public  Library 

Two  Masterpieces  of  Greek  Sculpture 
Left:  the  upper  part  of  the  Hermes  of  Praxiteles  (Olympia  Museum);  right: 
a  copy  of  Praxiteles’  statue  of  the  Aphrodite  (Venus)  of  Cnidus. 

woman;  it  represents  the  Greek  ideal  of  the  good  life.  The  Athe¬ 
nian  actually  lived  in  a  city  that  was  dirty,  ugly,  formless;  but  he 
could  look  up  at  the  Acropolis  or  walk  about  there,  and  see,  in 
the  Parthenon  and  the  buildings  grouped  about  it,  what  a  perfect 
Athens  might  be  like.  The  Parthenon  pleased  him  for  the  same 
reason  that  Pericles’  funeral  oration  pleased  him.  He  knew  well 
enough  that  Pericles  was  not  describing  the  character  and  con¬ 
duct  of  average  Athenian  citizens,  but  the  character  and  conduct 
of  ideal  or  perfect  Athenian  citizens  living  in  an  ideal  or  perfect 
Athens. 

II.  Greek  Creative  Genius  in  Literature;  Drama  and  History 

Literature:  drama  and  history.  In  the  great  age  of  Greece 
there  were  not  nearly  so  many  books  nor  so  many  subjects  written 
about  as  in  our  time.  For  this  there  are  at  least  three  reasons. 
There  were  not  so  many  readers.  Since  printing  had  not  been 
invented,  every  ‘Took”  had  to  be  laboriously  copied  by  hand  from 
the  original  manuscript.  And  the  writing  of  books,  not  being  a 
way  of  making  money,  was  confined  to  those  who  wrote  for  the 
fun  of  it,  or  for  fame,  or  because  they  thought  they  had  some¬ 
thing  important  to  say.  Greek  literature  in  the  fifth  and  fourth 
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From,  a  Greek  vase  painting  signed  by  Execias  Vatican  Museum,  Rome 

Two  Trojan  War  Heroes 

According  to  the  lettering,  these  men  are  Achilles  (left)  and  Ajax  (right). 
These  warriors  of  Trojan  War  fame  are  rolling  dice  such  as  are  used  today. 

centuries,  so  far  as  it  is  preserved,  is  therefore  of  higher  average 
level  than  modern  literature  is,  and  the  best  of  it  ranks  with  the 
best  produced  by  any  people  before  or  since. 

The  earliest  literature  of  the  Greeks,  like  that  of  all  peoples 
who  have  risen  from  primitive  society,  is  a  mixture  of  fact  and 
fancy— half  mythical  stories  related  about  the  doings  of  kings  and 
heroes  and  gods.  The  earliest  Greek  stories  of  this  sort  are  con¬ 
tained  in  Homer's  Iliad  and  Odyssey.  The  Iliad  purports  to  tell 
the  story  of  a  ten  years'  war  between  the  Greeks  and  the  Trojans; 
the  Odyssey  relates  the  adventures  of  Odysseus  (Ulysses)  on  his 
return  from  that  war.  We  know  that  the  Greeks  captured  and 
destroyed  the  city  of  Troy,  and  the  Iliad  is  thus  about  an  actual 
event;  but  what  is  related  about  the  event,  the  heroic  deeds  and 
splendid  speeches  of  Achilles  and  Hector,  and  the  intervention  of 
the  gods— all  these  are  too  marvelous  to  be  true. 

The  capture  of  Troy  was  an  event  which  the  Greeks  did  not 
forget,  but  since  it  happened  long  before  they  made  written 
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records  the  memory  of  it  was  kept  alive  by  bards  who  entertained 
people  by  telling  the  story  orally.  Now  the  story  of  an  event, 
told  over  and  over  by  different  people,  usually  gets  better  as  time 
passes.  This  is  what  happened  to  the  story  of  the  Trojan  War; 
in  the  course  of  centuries  it  was  enlarged  and  dressed  up  until  it 
became  the  marvelous  epic  which  we  know.  By  the  time  it  was 
set  down  in  writing,  there  was  no  way  of  knowing  what  part  of 
it  was  true  and  what  part  was  false.  And,  indeed,  no  one  cared 
or  thought  it  mattered  whether  it  was  true  or  false:  it  was  enough 
that  the  story  was  a  good  one. 

Not  until  people  have  used  written  records  for  a  long  time  do 
they  see  that  what  is  remembered  about  past  events  is  different 
from  what  was  at  the  time  recorded  about  them.  When  they 
know  this  difference,  they  can  distinguish  between  two  forms  of 
literature — history  and  fiction.  History  is  then  understood  to  be 
the  story  of  events  that  actually  occurred,  while  fiction  is  the  story 
of  events  that  are  invented  or  imagined.  In  the  fifth  and  fourth 
centuries  the  Greeks  already  had  these  two  forms  of  literature. 
Our  chief  form  of  fiction  is  the  novel.  The  Greeks  did  not  write 
novels.  Their  fiction  was  largely  confined  to  the  drama— tragedies 
or  comedies  performed  in  the  theater;  and  their  chief  writers  of 
drama  were  Aeschylus,  Sophocles,  Euripides,  and  Aristophanes. 

Aeschylus  (524-456  b.c.),  who  lived  during  the  heroic  age  of 
the  Persian  wars,  is  regarded  as  the  founder  of  Greek  drama.  If 
you  should  witness  one  of  his  plays  on  the  modern  stage,  you 
would  find  it  rather  solemn,  monotonous,  and  unreal.  There 
would  be  few  characters,  almost  no  action,  and  no  humor.  The 
dialogue  would  consist  mostly  of  long  and  stilted  speeches.  The 
performance  would  seem  less  like  a  play  than  like  a  religious 
ceremony.  The  reason  is  that  Greek  plays  had  their  beginning 
in  the  custom  of  reciting  verses  at  religious  festivals.  The  char¬ 
acters  are  chiefly  gods  and  the  themes  are  religious. 

For  example,  his  Prometheus  is  a  dramatic  representation  of  the 
Greek  legend  that  Prometheus  angered  Zeus  by  stealing  fire  from 
heaven  for  the  use  of  men.  As  a  punishment  he  was  bound  to  a 
rock  and  suffered  torment  for  ages  until,  reconciled  at  last  with 
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Zeus,  he  was  set  free.  The  tragedy  arises  from  the  suffering  that 
overtakes  a  man  who  dares  to  pit  his  puny  strength  against  the 
power  and  jealousy  of  the  gods.  It  is  unreal  to  us  because  we 
do  not  believe  in  the  Greek  gods,  and  dull  because  the  magnifi¬ 
cent  poetry  of  the  dialogue  and  the  choruses  is  lost  in  translation. 
But  the  Greeks  found  it  profoundly  moving  because  they  still  be¬ 
lieved  in  the  gods,  and  even  after  they  had  ceased  to  believe  in 
them  it  expressed  in  moving  poetic  form  their  belief  that  fate  or 
destiny  determines  the  life  of  men. 

Sophocles  (496-406  b.c.)  lived  during  the  great  age  of  Pericles, 
when  the  Greeks  took  the  gods  a  little  less  seriously.  His 
dramas  reflect  this  change.  The  plots  are  taken  from  the  epic 
stories  of  Homer,  and  the  characters  are  mostly  men  and  women 
who  have  the  characteristic  virtues  and  defects  of  men  and 
women.  Sophocles  deals  less  with  the  conflict  between  men  and 
gods  than  with  the  conflict  between  men  themselves;  and  the 
tragedy  arises  from  the  defeat  or  destruction  of  the  hero  on  ac¬ 
count  of  some  weakness  of  character.  Ajax,  for  example,  is  a  man 
of  great  ability,  capable  of  accomplishing  great  things;  but  he  is 
led  by  a  false  pride  or  an  exaggerated  sense  of  honor  to  destroy 
himself.  Sophocles,  like  Aeschylus,  portrays  the  conflict  between 
men  and  fate  or  destiny;  but  in  Sophocles’  plays  fate  or  destiny 
acts  not  through  the  gods  but  through  the  effect  of  inherited 
weakness  of  character. 

Euripides  (480-406  b.c.)  was  only  sixteen  years  younger  than 
Sophocles,  but  his  dramas  (such  as  Medea,  Andromache,  Iphi- 
genia)  would  seem  to  us  rather  more  real  and  interesting  than 
those  of  Aeschylus  or  Sophocles.  The  reason  is  that  the  plots  are 
more  thrilling,  more  “romantic,”  and  the  characters  are  more  like 
real  individuals  and  speak  less  like  heroes  and  more  like  ordinary 
men  and  women.  Besides,  the  plays  of  Euripides  deal  less  with 
human  character,  and  more  with  current  questions  of  morality, 
religion,  or  politics.  That  is,  they  deal  more  with  events  that  every¬ 
body  knows  about.  Euripides  reflects  the  doubts  and  disillusion¬ 
ment  that  followed  the  disaster  of  the  Peloponnesian  War,  and  in 
his  dramas  tragedy  arises  less  from  the  hero’s  weakness  of  char- 
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Reconstruction  by  J.  Buhlmann 

Theater  of  Dionysus  at  Athens 

This  reconstruction  shows  a  play  being  presented.  The  chorus  surround  the 

altar  in  the  foreground. 

acter  than  from  his  lack  of  adjustment  to  social  and  political 
customs. 

Aristophanes  (448-388  b.c.)  wrote  his  plays  at  a  time  when 
political  life  was  still  more  unstable  and  corrupt,  and  when  the 
Greeks  were  questioning  and  renouncing  all  their  old  ideas  of 
morality,  religion,  and  social  organization.  They  were  therefore 
more  ready  to  see  the  comic  than  the  tragic  side  of  life.  Aris- 
tODhanes  reflects  this  mood.  He  wrote  brilliant  comedies  which 

A 

exposed  the  corruption  and  absurdities  in  the  thought  and  con¬ 
duct  of  his  time.  The  Knights  is  an  exposure  of  the  demagog, 
Cleon,  who  persuaded  the  Athenians  not  to  make  peace  with 
Sparta.  The  Clouds  is  a  witty  satire  on  the  intellectual  fads  of 
the  day;  the  Wasps  a  satire  on  the  law  courts.  The  Birds  describes 
the  formation  of  a  bird  community  by  two  Athenians  who  were 
disgusted  with  the  confusion  and  corruption  of  life  in  the  city. 
Aristophanes'  plays  are  brilliant  satires  on  the  life  of  his  time  by 
a  man  who  regretted  the  good  old  days  and  felt  that  everything 
was  changing  for  the  worse. 

Greek  play  writers  depicted  with  the  highest  art  fundamental 
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conflicts  in  the  life  of  man— conflict  between  man  and  the  gods 
or  fate;  conflict  between  man  and  his  fellow  men;  conflict  be¬ 
tween  man  and  his  own  defects  of  character;  conflict  between 
man  and  social  custom;  conflict  between  discordant  ideas  of 
human  life  and  destiny.  In  all  the  dramatic  literature  which  has 
been  written  since,  there  is  scarcely  an  idea  or  a  tragic  or  comic 
situation  that  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  plays  of  Aeschylus, 
Sophocles,  Euripides,  and  Aristophanes. 

In  our  time  there  are  innumerable  historians,  and  so  many 
history  books  that  no  one  could  read  them  all,  or  would  want  to. 
The  Greeks  had  only  a  few  historians,  but  two  of  them  have 
been  remembered  to  this  day.  These  two  are  Herodotus  and 
Thucydides. 

Herodotus  (about  484-425  b.c.)  is  known  as  the  Father  of 
History.  This  is  not  because  he  was  the  first  man  to  write  his¬ 
tory,  but  he  was  the  first,  perhaps,  to  understand  that  the  his¬ 
torian  should  find  out  all  he  can  about  past  events  and  tell  what 
he  thinks  true  about  them,  without  caring  whether  what  he  tells 
is  pleasant  or  not. 

This  is  the  showing  forth  of  the  inquiry  of  Herodotus  of 
Halicarnassus  to  the  end  that  the  deeds  of  men  may  not  be 
forgotten  by  the  lapse  of  time,  nor  the  works  great  and  mar¬ 
velous,  which  have  been  produced  some  by  Hellenes  and  some 
by  Barbarians,  may  lose  their  renown;  and  especially  that  the 
causes  may  be  remembered  for  which  these  waged  war  with  one 
another. 

Thus  the  famous  history  begins.  Herodotus  then  relates  some  of 
the  current  beliefs  about  the  causes  of  the  wars — “they  say”  it 
was  thus  and  so.  But,  says  Herodotus, 

I  am  not  going  to  say  that  they  happened  thus  and  thus,  but 
when  I  have  pointed  out  the  man  who  first  within  my  own 
knowledge  began  to  commit  wrong  against  the  Hellenes,  I  shall 
go  forward  further  with  the  story,  giving  an  account  of  the  cities 
of  men,  small  as  well  as  great;  for  those  which  in  old  times 
were  great  have  .for  the  most  part  become  small,  while  those 
that  were  in  my  own  time  great  used  in  former  times  to  be 
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small:  so  then,  since  I  know  that  human  prosperity  is  never 

steadfast,  I  shall  make  mention  of  both  indifferently. 

With  this  beginning  Herodotus  starts  off  to  tell  the  story  of 
the  wars  between  Greeks  and  barbarians;  and  first  of  all  the  wars 
between  the  Lydian  king,  Croesus,  and  the  Greeks  of  Asia  Minor. 
But  Herodotus  knows  some  interesting  stories  about  King  Croesus, 
and  these  he  cannot  resist  telling  us.  And  this  is  what  happens 
throughout  the  book. 

Herodotus  had  travelled  and  lived  in  many  Aegean  and  Asiatic 
countries,  and  with  the  curiosity  of  a  good  newspaper  correspond¬ 
ent  he  had  picked  up  a  world  of  stories  and  legends  about  the 
history  and  customs  of  the  barbarian  peoples — Lydians,  Persians, 
Egyptians,  Scythians.  He  was  an  incomparable  story-teller,  and 
so  the  history  of  the  wars  is  lost  in  the  multitude  of  stories  and 
legends  he  has  to  tell  about  “the  cities  of  men/’ 

The  charm  and  zest  with  which  he  tells  his  stories  never  flag, 
and  we  are  content  to  forget  about  the  wars  and  to  listen  to  what¬ 
ever  Herodotus  has  to  say.  Some  of  the  stories  seem  to  us  rather 
fishy.  For  example,  Herodotus  has  heard,  and  claims  to  believe, 
that  the  skulls  of  Egyptians  are  thick  and  tough  because  they 
shave  their  heads  and  expose  them  to  the  sun,  while  the  skulls 
of  Persians  are  thin  and  brittle  because  they  keep  their  heads 
covered.  What  Herodotus  really  believed  we  never  quite  know; 
but  we  know  that  he  never  allowed  his  proper  subject  (the  wars 
between  Hellenes  and  barbarians)  to  keep  him  from  telling  all 
the  good  stories  he  had  picked  up. 

“The  History  of  Herodotus  of  Halicarnassus” — the  title  is  a 
good  one,  because  the  author  is  so  much  more  important  than 
the  subject.  What  interests  us  is  Herodotus,  and  we  don’t  care 
what  he  writes  about.  As  a  historian  he  is  not  very  critical. 
What  he  himself  saw  he  reported  accurately;  but  what  others 
told  him  he  accepted  without  much  question.  He  did  not  care 
much  whether  stories  he  told  were  true  or  false:  it  was  enough 
for  him  that  they  were  told  and  believed.  His  book  contains  all 
that  a  lively  and  intelligent  Greek  could  find  out  about  the  out¬ 
side  world— the  world  of  the  barbarians. 
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Thucydides  (about  471-399  b.c.)  is  known  for  one  great 
achievement — his  “History  of  the  Peloponnesian  War.” 

Thucydides,  an  Athenian,  wrote  the  history  of  the  war  which 
the  Peloponnesians  and  the  Athenians  fought  against  one  an¬ 
other.  He  began  to  write  when  they  first  took  up  arms,  be¬ 
lieving  that  it  would  be  great  and  memorable  above  any  previous 
war. 

Thus  Thucydides  begins  his  History.  He  worked  on  it  for  thirty 
years,  and  it  was  still  not  finished  when  he  died.  No  doubt  he 
spent  more  time  in  gathering  information  for  his  history  than  in 
writing  it,  for  unlike  Herodotus  he  was  very  critical,  very  careful 
not  to  relate  anything  unless  he  knew  it  to  be  strictly  true.  He 
savs: 

j 

I  have  described  nothing  but  what  I  either  saw  myself,  or 
learned  from  others  of  whom  I  made  the  most  careful  and  par¬ 
ticular  inquiry.  The  task  was  a  laborious  one,  because  eye¬ 
witnesses  of  the  same  occurrences  gave  different  accounts  of 
them,  as  they  remembered  or  were  interested  in  the  actions  of 
one  side  or  the  other. 

Thucydides  differs  from  Herodotus  in  another  respect:  he 
chooses  a  definite  subject  and  sticks  to  it.  He  does  not  turn 
aside  from  the  story  of  the  war  to  tell  us  interesting  stories  about 
the  leaders  in  it,  or  to  describe  the  customs  of  the  peoples  in¬ 
volved.  He  rigidly  excludes  everything,  however  interesting  or 
important  in  itself,  that  does  not  have  a  direct  bearing  on  the 
course  of  the  war.  His  writing  has  less  charm  than  that  of 
Herodotus,  but  it  has  the  great  merits  of  simple  and  orderly  state¬ 
ment  of  facts.  There  are  few  more  vivid  descriptions  in  litera¬ 
ture  than  Thucydides’  account  of  the  plague  in  Athens;  few  more 
effective  accounts  of  a  series  of  events  than  his  story  of  the  siege 
of  Syracuse. 

In  still  another  way  Thucydides  differs  from  Herodotus:  he 
keeps  himself  out  of  the  story.  Rarely  does  he  mention  himself, 
or  give  his  own  views.  In  reading  his  book,  we  should  hardly 
know,  if  he  did  not  tell  us,  that  he  was  an  Athenian.  He  does 
not  try  to  conceal  the  fact  that  the  Athenians  started  the  war. 
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or  their  blunders  in  conducting  it.  His  one  aim  is  to  tell  the 
exact  truth  about  what  occurred,  leaving  to  the  reader  to  assess 
merit  or  blame  for  what  was  done.  And,  indeed,  when  we  read 
Thucydides’  History ,  we  are  not  much  disposed  to  praise  or  blame 
anyone,  for  his  work  has  the  merits  of  one  of  Sophocles’  great 
dramas:  it  presents  the  war  as  something  inevitable  in  the  nature 
of  things— the  tragic  working  out  of  human  character  and  destiny. 

III.  Greek  Creative  Genius  in  Science  and  Thought: 

Three  Great  Philosophers 

Science  and  philosophy.  The  Greeks  were  not  the  first  to  learn 
something  true  and  useful  about  the  outer  world  of  Nature,  but 
they  were  perhaps  the  first  to  be  curious  about  it  without  caring 
whether  what  they  found  out  was  useful  or  not.  Even  before  the 
great  age  of  Pericles,  there  were  a  number  of  Greeks  who  set  forth 
ideas  which  modern  scientists  have  revived  and  made  more  precise. 

One  of  these  was  Thales  (sixth  century  b.c.)  who  is  called  the 
“father  of  Greek  science.”  It  is  said  that  on  one  occasion  he 
was  so  interested  in  looking  up  at  the  stars  that  he  stumbled  into 
a  well.  A  maid-servant  laughed  at  him,  and  remarked:  “In 
searching  for  things  in  the  sky  he  does  not  see  what  is  at  his 
feet.”  This  is  perhaps  the  earliest  of  all  stories  about  the  absent- 
mindedness  of  professors.  Anyhow,  according  to  Herodotus, 
Thales  learned  enough  about  the  heavens  to  predict  an  eclipse  of 
the  sun  in  the  year  585  b.  c. 

Another  famous  Greek  was  Pythagoras ,  who  lived  in  the  sixth 
century.  He  is  supposed  to  be  one  of  the  first  to  teach  that  the 
earth  is  round.  More  is  known  about  Leucippus  (about  450  b.  c.) 
and  his  pupil,  Democritus.  Together  they  formulated  a  theory 
that  had  little  influence  in  their  time,  but  which  was  later  to 
become  the  basis  of  nineteenth-century  physics.  This  theory  was 
that  all  things  in  the  universe  are  composed  of  minute,  indestruc¬ 
tible  particles,  called  atoms.  Physicists  still  believe  that  all  things 
are  composed  of  atoms,  but  they  have  been  able  to  break  up  the 
atom  into  more  minute  “elements,”  called  electrons,  protons,  and 
neutrons. 
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About  the  time  of  Democritus  there  came  to  Athens  a  man 
named  Anaxagoras,  who  became  the  friend  of  Euripides  and 
Pericles.  He  was  soon  banished  because  of  his  skepticism  about 
the  gods,  but  he  thought  well  enough  of  himself  not  to  be  dis¬ 
turbed  about  that.  “It  is  not  I  who  have  lost  the  Athenians,” 
he  said,  “but  the  Athenians  who  have  lost  me.”  Anaxagoras 
taught  that  the  sun  is  a  mass  of  burning  iron;  and  Plato  tells  us 
that  he  was  the  first  to  explain  the  waxing  and  the  waning  of  the 
moon,  which  he  rightly  said  was  because  the  moon's  light  is  only 
a  reflection  of  the  light  of  the  sun. 

Another  early  Greek  scientist  was  Hippocrates  (born  in  Cos 
about  460  b.  c.).  He  is  known  as  the  “father  of  medicine.”  Be¬ 
fore  his  time  it  was  generally  thought  that  diseases  were  inflicted 
by  the  gods  or  by  evil  spirits,  and  people  tried  to  cure  themselves 
by  wearing  charms,  or  else  they  went  to  religious  temples  dedi¬ 
cated  to  Asclepius,  god  of  healing,  to  be  cured.  Some  people 
still  employ  such  methods.  Hippocrates  was  one  of  the  first  to 
teach  that  all  diseases  have  purely  natural  causes,  and  are  to  be 
cured  by  discovering  the  cause  and  then  applying  the  proper 
remedy.  Pie  himself  did  not  know  a  great  deal  about  the  human 
body  or  the  causes  of  its  maladies;  but  in  his  treatment  he  placed 
great  emphasis  on  proper  diet  and  plenty  of  fresh  air.  He  also 
adopted  the  useful  practice,  which  all  physicians  now  follow,  of 
keeping  “case  histories”— that  is,  keeping  an  exact  record  of 
symptoms,  remedies  applied,  and  effects  on  the  patient. 

Compared  with  modern  scientists,  these  early  Greeks  knew  very 
little,  but  their  great  merit  was  in  adopting  the  “scientific  atti¬ 
tude”  towards  man  and  Nature.  They  believed  that  the  behavior 
of  man  and  Nature  is  determined  by  natural  causes,  and  that  the 
reason  of  man  can  discover  these  causes  by  observation  and  ex¬ 
periment,  and  thereby  master  Nature  and  subdue  it  to  man's  use. 

More  famous  than  any  of  these  early  Greek  scientists  were 
three  philosophers  whose  ideas  have  had  a  profound  influence  on 
the  history  of  western  civilization  down  to  our  own  time.  These 
three  men  were  Socrates,  Plato,  and  Aristotle. 

Socrates  (470-399  b.  c.)  after  more  than  two  thousand  years  is 
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still  regarded  as  one  of  the  best  and  wisest  of  men.  His  wife, 
Xanthippe,  who  had  to  live  with  him,  did  not  share  this  opinion: 
she  regarded  him  as  a  lazy  good-for-naught  because  he  rarely 
worked,  and  consequently  never  brought  home  much  money  for 
household  expenses.  He  was,  indeed,  a  bad  husband,  caring 
nothing  for  money  or  worldly  advantage,  wanting  very  little  for 
himself — perhaps  not  even  Xanthippe. 

We  know  little  about  the  life  of  Socrates,  and  that  only  from 
others,  since  he  never  wrote  anything  himself.  He  served  once 
in  the  army,  exhibiting  great  courage  in  saving  the  life  of  his 
friend,  Alcibiades;  and  once  he  was  a  member  of  the  Council  of 
Five  Hundred.  His  real  occupation  was  a  curious  one.  He  said 
there  was  a  “daemon”  (a  kind  of  “voice”)  in  him  that  com¬ 
manded  him  to  inquire  of  men  what  they  could  teach  him  about 
the  meaning  of  life— about  such  things  as  truth,  justice,  virtue, 
happiness,  and  morality.  He  said  that,  whenever  he  ignored  this 
“voice,”  things  went  badly  with  him,  but  whenever  he  followed 
it  all  was  well. 

Socrates’  method  of  teaching  and  learning  was  the  simple  one 
of  asking  and  answering  questions.  When  anyone  used  such 
words  as  “justice”  or  “beauty,”  Socrates  was  likely  to  ask,  “What 
do  you  mean  by  justice ?  What  do  you  mean  by  beauty?”  What¬ 
ever  answer  might  be  given,  he  would  then  ask  another  question; 
and  so,  by  this  method  of  the  “Socratic  dialogue,”  or  “dialectic,” 
he  would  make  one  thing  quite  clear,  namely,  that  it  is  not  easy 
for  anyone  to  know  just  what  he  means  by  such  words  as  truth, 
justice ,  beauty,  virtue  and  the  like.  Socrates  himself  never  said 
that  he  knew  the  right  answers  to  the  questions  he  asked,  but 
his  many  devoted  followers  regarded  him  as  the  wisest  of  all  men. 

This  he  did  not  wholly  deny.  He  said  that  the  beginning  of 
wisdom  was  to  “know  thyself”;  and  perhaps  he  was  the  wisest 
man  because,  as  he  said,  “I  know  only  one  thing;  and  that  is  that 
I  know  nothing.”  (Is  it  possible  for  anyone  to  know  that  he 
knows  nothing?  For  if  he  knows  nothing,  how  can  he  know  even 
that  he  knows  nothing?  And,  if  he  knows  that  he  knows  nothing, 
does  he  not  then  know  at  least  one  thing,  which  is  that  he  knows 
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nothing?  This  is  one  of  those  logical  conundrums  or  dilemmas 
which  Greeks  were  so  fond  of.  Try  to  puzzle  it  out  for  your¬ 
selves.) 

The  wisdom  of  Socrates  did  not  greatly  appeal  to  the  majority 
of  men,  but  only  to  the  few.  Among  his  devoted  disciples  were 
such  men  as  the  statesman  Alcibiades  (see  p.  95),  and  the  phi¬ 
losopher  Plato.  He  taught  his  disciples  chiefly  to  be  critical  of 
themselves  and  their  ideas;  to  seek  always,  and  to  follow,  what 
seemed  to  them  true  and  right,  even  if  it  was  not  what  the  major¬ 
ity  of  men  thought  true  and  right.  This  got  him  into  trouble. 

After  the  Peloponnesian  War,  when  political  conflicts  were  in¬ 
tense,  the  democratic  party  denounced  him  as  an  enemy  of  religion 
and  a  “corrupter  of  Athenian  youth,”  and  he  was  finally  brought 
to  trial  before  a  jury  composed  of  average  citizens.  He  conducted 
his  own  defense,  or  “apology,”  which  is  given  in  one  of  Plato’s 
most  famous  “Dialogues.”  Socrates  might  have  saved  his  life  by 
modifying  his  opinions,  or  even  by  flattering  the  jurors  a  little. 
He  refused  to  do  either;  he  even  went  so  far  as  to  incense  the  jury 
by  indulging  in  irony.  He  said  that,  since  he  had  tried  only  to 
make  Athenians  think,  it  would  be  right  for  the  state,  instead  of 
punishing  him,  to  reward  him  by  giving  him  free  board  and  lodg¬ 
ing  as  a  public  benefactor.  He  was  condemned  to  death,  which 
in  Athens  meant  to  drink  a  cup  of  hemlock.  His  last  words  to 
the  jury  were:  “Thus  we  part  and  go  our  separate  ways,  you  to 
live  and  I  to  die:  which  is  better  God  only  knows.” 

Socrates  was  the  only  philosopher  who  has  exerted  a  profound 
influence  on  the  history  of  thought  without  writing  any  books. 
His  ideas,  and  our  knowledge  of  them,  were  transmitted  through 
his  disciples.  Of  these  the  greatest  was  Plato. 

Plato  (427-347  b.  c.)  was  born  of  wealthy  parents,  and  in  his 
youth  intended  to  devote  himself  to  public  affairs.  But  Socrates 
changed  the  course  of  his  life  by  giving  him  a  profound  interest 
in  philosophy.  “I  thank  God,”  he  said,  “that  I  was  born  Greek 
and  not  barbarian,  freeman  and  not  slave,  man  and  not  woman; 
but  above  all,  I  am  thankful  that  I  was  born  in  the  age  of 
Socrates.” 
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Unlike  Socrates,  Plato  was  a  voluminous  writer,  and,  unlike 
most  philosophers,  he  was  not  only  a  profound  thinker  but  a 
literary  artist  of  the  first  rank.  In  writing,  as  in  teaching,  he  used 
the  “Socratic  dialogue,”  or  informal  conversation  between  several 
characters.  In  most  of  his  dialogues  the  chief  character  is 
Socrates;  so  that  in  reading  Plato  we  always  seem  to  be  listening 
to  Socrates.  Sometimes  we  are,  for  the  ideas  of  Socrates  and 
Plato  are  much  alike. 

The  philosophy  of  Plato  (or  of  Socrates-Plato )  is  what  we  call 
“idealistic.”  Let  us  see  how  Plato  was  an  idealist  about  things 
first,  and  then  go  on  to  see  how  he  was  an  idealist  about  people. 

Plato  taught  that  the  ideas  which  we  have  of  things  are  more 
real  than  the  things  themselves.  We  all  have  in  our  minds  an 
idea  of  “table,”  for  example.  Because  we  have  this  idea,  we  can 
always  know  that  any  particular  table  that  we  see,  or  use,  is  a 
table,  no  matter  what  its  shape  may  be.  Such  ideas  are  general 
or  universal  ideas.  They  exist  everywhere,  in  all  minds;  they  do 
not  “wear  out”  in  the  course  of  time;  they  are  perfect  ideas  in 
the  sense  that  they  are  always  correct.  (Your  idea  of  table  must 
be  correct,  or  it  is  not  the  idea  of  “table.”)  Thus,  according  to 
Plato,  ideas  of  things,  since  they  are  always  and  everywhere  the 
same,  are  more  real  than  the  things  themselves,  which  exist  for  a 
time  and  then  disappear. 

Besides,  according  to  Plato,  ideas  are  more  real  than  things  be¬ 
cause  ideas  help  to  create  things.  The  first  men,  as  we  learned, 
could  not  make  tools  because  they  did  not  have  any  idea  what 
tools  were  or  what  they  could  be  used  for.  The  idea  had  to 
exist  before  the  thing  could  exist.  The  first  men  saw  many  things 
about  them  but  did  not  know  what  they  were  because  they  did 
not  have  any  general  ideas  with  which  to  know  them.  If  they 
saw  a  rose,  they  did  not  say,  “It  is  beautiful,”  as  you  do  when  you 
look  at  a  rose.  “What  makes  a  rose  beautiful,”  says  Plato,  “is 
simply  the  idea  of  beauty.”  But  how  do  we  come  to  have  these 
ideas  that  make  things  what  they  are  for  us?  According  to  Plato, 
there  must  be  a  supermind  that  exists  forever  and  is  everywhere; 
our  ideas  are  but  “recollections”'  or  copies  of  ideas  which  come 
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from  this  universal,  eternal,  perfect  Mind  (God).  The  Mind  of 
God  creates  and  governs  all  the  things  that  come  and  go  in  the 
universe. 

Plato  was  also  an  idealist  (which  you  now  see  means  one  who 
follows  ideas)  in  answering  the  questions:  What  is  the  highest 
good  to  which  men  can  attain,  and  what  kind  of  government  and 
society  will  best  enable  them  to  attain  it?  Plato's  answers  to 
these  questions  are  given  in  his  greatest  work,  The  Republic. 

In  The  Republic  Plato  begins  by  asking,  “What  is  justice?" 
Men  cannot  have  justice,  he  believes,  unless  the  idea  “justice," 
the  perfect  justice,  is  understood.  But  to  ask  what  is  justice  is 
the  same  as  to  ask  what  is  the  best,  the  ideal  form  of  government. 
In  answering  these  questions,  Plato  takes  it  for  granted  that  men 
are  not,  as  our  Declaration  of  Independence  says  they  are,  “created 
equal."  On  the  contrary,  Plato  says,  some  men  are  born  stupid, 
others  intelligent;  some  have  natural  talent  for  one  thing,  some 
for  another;  and  these  differences  in  ability  to  do  things  cannot 
be  changed  by  education.  Believing  this,  Plato  thinks  that  each 
man  should  follow  his  natural  bent:  a  born  mechanic  should  not 
waste  his  time  trying  to  paint  pictures,  nor  should  a  man  with 
artistic  talent  waste  his  time  trying  to  be  a  stone  mason.  The 
majority  of  men,  who  are  stupid,  according  to  Plato,  should  not 
have  anything  to  do  with  government,  as  they  do  in  a  democracy. 
Political  power  should  be  exercised  only  by  the  intelligent  minor¬ 
ity.  Government  should,  therefore,  find  out  what  each  man  is 
best  fitted  to  do,  and  then  see  that  he  does  it.  A  government 
that  can  do  that  is  the  best  government,  the  just  government, 
for  justice  should  provide  useful  work  for  men  who  can  best  do 
that  work. 

Plato  believed  that  a  proper  system  of  education  would  sepa¬ 
rate  people  into  three  classes.  The  largest  class  would  be  those 
who  had  the  desire  for  things,  property.  This  class  would  con¬ 
sist  of  workers,  artisans,  merchants.  As  what  they  did  would  not 
be  of  the  highest  importance,  they  would  not  be  citizens  of  the 
state.  The  citizens,  who  would  be  a  minority,  would  be  of  two 
kinds.  In  one  group  would  be  lovers  of  action,  glory,  honor, 
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fame,  who  would  form  the  military  class,  pledged  to  be  police¬ 
men  and  to  defend  the  state.  The  smallest  and  highest  class 
would  be  the  “guardians,”  that  is  to  say,  the  rulers  of  the  state. 
To  this  class  only  those  would  be  admitted  who,  by  long  study, 
could  show  that  they  were  fitted  to  rule  because  they  alone  would 
be  capable  of  knowing  what  was  just  and  wise  for  the  community 
as  a  whole.  The  guardians,  supported  by  the  state,  would  possess 
all  things  in  common,  and  live  a  simple  and  austere  life.  Having 
nothing  to  lose  or  to  gain  either  in  wealth  or  in  social  position, 
the  guardians  would  be  free  to  devote  themselves  to  the  highest 
of  all  tasks,  the  business  of  government,  uninfluenced  by  any 
motive  except  that  of  achieving  the  greatest  good  for  the  com¬ 
munity  as  a  whole. 

Plato  dreamed  of  a  society  that  would  be  carefully  regulated 
by  the  highest  reason.  He  was  one  of  those  who  believe  that  it 
is  better  for  people  to  be  well  and  safely  governed,  even  against 
their  will,  than  for  them  to  have  the  satisfaction  of  governing 
themselves,  even  at  the  cost  of  being  governed  badly.  In  his  re¬ 
public,  life  might  perhaps  have  been  safe  and  well  ordered,  but 
we  feel  that  it  would  have  been  sadly  austere  and  rather  dull.  It 
is  thought  that  Plato  took  the  regimented,  communistic  state  of 
Sparta  as  a  working  plan  for  his  ideal  republic.  It  is  probable 
that  Athenians,  had  they  been  always  subject  to  Plato's  rigid  sys¬ 
tem,  would  have  contributed  no  more  than  Spartans  did  to  the 
art,  literature,  science,  and  philosophy  of  the  world.  Such  an 
Athens  would  probably  have  given  the  world  no  Plato. 

The  third  of  the  three  great  Greek  philosophers  was  Aristotle,  a 
contemporary  and  pupil  of  Plato,  as  Plato  was  of  Socrates. 

Aristotle  (384-322  b.c.)  was  born  in  Stageirus,  a  Greek  city  in 
Thrace.  At  the  age  of  about  twenty  he  went  to  Athens,  where  he 
was  first  a  pupil  and  then  a  teacher  in  Plato’s  academy.  In  343 
he  went  to  Macedonia  to  become  tutor  of  Alexander,  son  of  King 
Philip  of  Macedon.  But  Alexander,  though  fond  of  Aristotle, 
learned  little  from  him.  After  Alexander  became  king,  and  set  out 
(334  b.c.)  on  his  famous  conquest  of  the  world  (p.  147),  Aris¬ 
totle  returned  to  Athens,  where  he  established  a  school  of  his  own 
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(later  known  as  the  Lyceum).  He  died  in  322  b.  c.  at  the  age 
of  sixty-two. 

When  young  Aristotle  entered  the  academy,  Plato  at  once 
realized  that  he  had  a  star  pupil:  he  called  him  Nous,  that  is  to 
say,  intelligence  personified.  Aristotle  in  turn  recognized  the 
greatness  of  Plato,  and  learned  much  from  his  teaching.  Never¬ 
theless,  as  he  reached  maturity,  he  departed  more  and  more  from 
the  Platonic  doctrine.  “After  all/7  he  is  reported  to  have  said, 
“wisdom  will  not  die  with  Plato.77  Aristotle  was  very  different 
from  Plato.  There  was  nothing  of  the  poet  in  Aristotle.  His 
writings,  as  we  have  them,  are  precise  and  logical,  but  without 
charm  or  humor.  Aristotle  had  a  matter-of-fact,  scientific  mind, 
a  mind  primarily  interested  in  the  world  of  concrete  things,  in 
the  world  as  it  is  rather  than  as  it  might  or  ought  to  be. 

For  this  reason  the  philosophy  of  Aristotle  differs  from  that  of 
Plato  in  two  important  ways.  First  of  all,  Aristotle  rejected  Plato’s 
doctrine  that  ideas  of  things  are  more  real  than  things  themselves. 
According  to  Aristotle,  the  general  idea  of  “rose,77  apart  from  any 
particular  rose,  is  not  itself  a  real  thing,  but  only  a  “name77  we 
use  for  real  roses.  Aristotle  is  thus  the  founder  of  all  later  philos¬ 
ophies  that  are  called  “nominalistic.77  According  to  this  way  of 
viewing  the  world,  reality  (what  is  real)  is  to  be  found  in  par¬ 
ticular  things,  and  whatever  it  is  in  particular  things  that  makes 
them  behave  as  they  do  behave,  and  appear  to  us  as  they  do 
appear.  “Rose77  and  “beautiful77  are  words  we  use  to  distinguish 
a  rose  from  other  things;  but  there  must  be  something  real  in  the 
rose  that  makes  it  possible,  and  indeed  necessary,  for  us  to  see  it 
as  something  we  can  distinguish  by  the  words  “rose77  and  “beau¬ 
tiful.77  For  Plato,  this  something  real  is  the  idea  of  “rose77  and 
of  “beauty77;  for  Aristotle  it  is  the  peculiar  combination  of  material 
substance  that  makes  the  rose  what  it  is. 

A  second  difference  follows  from  the  first:  Aristotle  is  more 
concerned  than  Plato  is  with  explaining  men  and  things  as  they 
actually  are;  what  perfect  men  living  in  a  perfect  world  might  be 
did  not  interest  him  much.  For  example,  Aristotle’s  Politics,  like 
Plato’s  Republic,  deals  with  government  and  social  relations;  but 
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The  Temple  of  Zeus 

This  temple  to  Zeus,  begun  by  Pisistratus,  was  not  completed  until  the  time 
of  the  Roman  emperor  Hadrian  (117—138  a.  d.).  Aristotle  speaks  of  it  as  a 
“work  of  despotic  grandeur."  The  columns  have  Corinthian  capitals. 

the  two  works  are  radically  different.  In  the  Republic ,  Plato  asks, 
“What  is  the  ideal  or  perfect  government?”  In  the  Politics , 
Aristotle  asks,  “What  kinds  of  government  have  actually  existed, 
and  what  do  they  teach  us  about  government  in  general?” 

Judging  from  governments  men  have  actually  had,  Aristotlp  con¬ 
cludes  that  there  are  three  chief  forms  of  government— govern¬ 
ment  by  one  (monarchy),  government  by  a  few  (aristocracy), 
and  government  by  the  many  (polity).  Each  of  these  can  be 
good,  but  each  tends  to  change  and  become  bad.  Monarchy 
tends  to  become  tyranny;  aristocracy  tends  to  become  oligarchy 
(government  by  the  rich);  and  polity  tends  to  become  democracy 
(government  by  the  least  intelligent).  Which  of  these  forms  is 
likely  to  exist  in  any  country,  how  good  or  bad  it  will  be-all 
this  will  depend  upon  particular  conditions  of  time  and  place. 

Thus,  according  to  Aristotle,  the  science  of  politics  consists  in 
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knowing  what  forms  of  government  are  possible  under  particular 
conditions,  taking  men  as  they  are  and  their  political  activities 
as  history  exhibits  them.  To  devise  perfect  forms  of  government 
for  imperfect  men  is  wasted  effort.  Aristotle  was  probably  think¬ 
ing  of  Plato’s  Republic  when  he  said: 

Men  are  easily  induced  to  believe  that  in  some  wonderful  man¬ 
ner  everybody  will  become  everybody’s  friend,  especially  when 
someone  is  heard  denouncing  evils  now  existing  .  .  .  which  are 
said  to  arise  from  the  possession  of  private  property.  These 
evils,  however,  arise  from  quite  another  source— the  wicked¬ 
ness  of  human  nature.  ( Politics ,  II,  51.) 

Another  great  work  of  Aristotle  is  his  Ethics ,  and  the  Ethics , 
like  the  Politics ,  deals  with  actual  conduct  of  men  rather  than 
with  ideas  of  perfect  conduct.  Taking  men  as  they  are,  Aristotle 
finds  that  the  chief  object  of  life  is  not  goodness  but  happiness, 
or  the  maximum  of  satisfaction.  Conduct  is,  accordingly,  good 
or  bad  if  it  brings  or  fails  to  bring  happiness. 

In  seeking  happiness  or  satisfaction,  men  are  moved  by  various 
and  conflicting  impulses;  and  in  order  to  attain  the  greatest  hap¬ 
piness  or  satisfaction  throughout  one’s  life,  these  motives  and  im¬ 
pulses  must  be  balanced  and  harmonized.  Therefore,  no  action 
is  good  or  bad  in  itself,  but  only  in  its  relation  to  other  actions. 
For  example,  men  are  moved  by  fear  and  also  by  boldness.  Too 
much  fear  leads  to  cowardice,  too  much  boldness  leads  to  rash¬ 
ness;  and  both  cowardice  and  rashness  are  bad;  but  a  proper 
balance  between  fear  and  boldness  leads  to  courage,  which  is  good. 
So  of  humility  and  pride:  too  much  of  either  is  bad;  but  properly 
balanced  they  lead  to  modesty,  which  is  good.  So  also  of  stingi¬ 
ness  and  extravagance:  properly  balanced  they  lead  to  liberality. 
Thus,  according  to  Aristotle,  any  human  quality,  in  itself  natural 
and  good,  becomes  a  vice  if  there  is  either  too  much  or  too  little 
of  it:  virtuous  or  moral  conduct  is  attained  by  following  a  “golden 
mean”  between  two  extremes. 

Some  men  are  important  because  they  attempt  a  great  thing, 
and  so  show  what  the  great  thing  is  even  if  they  do  not  them¬ 
selves  perfectly  accomplish  it.  Aristotle  was  such  a  man.  Apart 
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from  the  value  of  particular  works,  such  as  the  Ethics,  and  the 
Politics ,  he  is  important  because  he  was  the  first  to  attempt  a 
complete  and  unified  exposition  of  the  entire  field  of  knowledge. 

The  greater  part  of  his  many  writings  are  lost,  but  those  we  have 
fall  into  three  main  groups.  One  of  these  comprises  the  Ethics, 
the  Politics ,  and  the  Metaphysics.  A  second  deals  with  the  im¬ 
mense  field  of  natural  science— physics,  astronomy,  zoology, 
botany,  psychology.  These  are  the  least  valuable  of  his  works  be¬ 
cause  little  was  known  about  the  subjects  and  Aristotle  had  none 
of  our  modern  instruments  for  observation  and  experiment. 

The  third  group  comprises  the  six  works  on  logic,  which  to¬ 
gether  are  known  as  the  Organon,  instrument  of  correct  thinking. 
Correct  thinking  Aristotle  took  to  be  the  foundation  of  all  true 
knowledge,  and  he  reduced  all  correct  thinking  to  the  form  known 
as  the  syllogism,  consisting  of  a  major  and  a  minor  premise  and 
a  conclusion.  For  example: 

Major  premise:  All  men  are  mortal; 

Minor  premise:  Socrates  is  a  man; 

Conclusion:  Therefore  Socrates  is  mortal. 

For  many  centuries  Aristotle’s  logic  was  taken  as  the  last  word  in 
the  science  of  correct  thinking,  and  it  was  assumed  that  by  using 
the  syllogistic  way  of  thinking  men  could  arrive  at  true  conclu¬ 
sions.  Aristotle’s  Organon  is  still  a  major  part  of  the  science  of 
logic,  but  we  have  learned  that  the  syllogism  is,  after  all,  not  a 
method  of  arriving  at  conclusions,  but  rather  a  method  of  testing 
conclusions  we  have  already  arrived  at.  Logic  may  be  said  to  be 
the  grammar  of  belief— the  science  of  making  clear  to  ourselves 
and  to  others  why  we  may  reasonably  believe  what  we  do  believe. 

The  greatness  of  Aristotle  is  partly  in  the  persistent  value  of 
certain  works— especially  the  Ethics ,  the  Politics ,  and  the  Logic — 
but  chiefly  in  his  single-handed  attempt  to  survey  the  entire  field 
of  man  and  nature  and  to  reduce  it  to  a  unified  body  of  knowl¬ 
edge.  This  is  why  he  has  always  been  so  highly  revered,  why  he 
is  known  as  "'the  Philosopher.” 

Summary  and  forecast.  In  this  chapter  we  have  surveyed  the 
great  age  of  Greek  civilization— the  civilization  created  by  the 
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small,  free  city-states  of  Greece  in  the  fifth  and  fourth  centuries 
b.  c.  When  Aristotle  died  in  322,  that  great  age  was  over.  In 
art,  literature,  and  philosophy  the  great  creative  effort  of  the 
Greeks  was  accomplished,  and  the  brief  period  of  political  in¬ 
dependence  and  democratic  government  was  ended.  The  Greek 
city-states,  including  Athens,  had  long  since  been  conquered  by 
the  Macedonian  king,  Philip;  and  his  more  famous  son,  Alexander, 
had  in  addition  conquered  the  Asiatic  world  as  far  east  as  India. 
But  the  conquests  of  Alexander,  although  destroying  the  political 
independence  of  the  Greeks,  resulted  in  spreading  Greek  language, 
art,  science,  literature,  and  philosophy  throughout  the  eastern 
world  which  he  conquered.  Presently  this  eastern  "Hellenized” 
world  was  to  be  conquered  by  the  Romans;  and  the  Romans,  in 
the  course  of  centuries,  took  over  the  civilization  of  the  Greeks 
and  added  something  of  their  own  to  it.  In  the  next  chapter  we 
shall  learn  something  about  the  rise  of  this  "Graeco-Roman” 
civilization  which  was  to  be  the  foundation  of  the  civilization  of 
western  Europe  and  America  in  modern  times. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  do  you  understand  by  "creative  genius”?  Give  ex¬ 
amples  of  what  you  regard  as  creative  genius.  What  are  the 
fine  arts? 

2.  Why  do  we  know  little  about  Greek  painting? 

3.  Why  did  the  Greeks  construct  public  buildings  which  were 
more  splendid  than  their  private  houses?  What  public  build¬ 
ings  does  your  town  or  city  have?  Are  such  public  buildings 
more  splendid  than  private  houses? 

4.  Read  the  description  of  the  Parthenon  carefully.  Can  any  of 
this  description  be  applied  to  any  public  building  that  you 
know?  Does  our  phrase  "in  good  taste”  mean  "nothing  too 
much”?  Can  you  explain  what  the  Greeks  meant  by  "ideal” 
or  “perfect”  in  art? 

5.  What  stories  do  the  Iliad  and  Odyssey  tell?  Why  are  we 
unable  to  decide  how  much  truth  there  is  in  these  stories? 
Explain  the  difference  between  history  and  fiction.  What 
kind  of  fiction  did  the  Greeks  have? 
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6.  What  sort  of  characters  and  themes  did  the  Greeks  enjoy  in 
their  plays?  In  what  ways  do  plays  of  Sophocles,  Euripides, 
and  Aristophanes  differ  in  characters  and  themes?  Why  are 
modern  plays  more  interesting  to  us  than  early  Greek  plays? 
Do  you  think  that  our  plays  would  be  interesting  to  the 
ancient  Greeks?  Give  your  reasons. 

7.  Why  does  Herodotus  deserve  to  be  called  the  “Father  of  His¬ 
tory”?  Did  Herodotus  keep  fiction  out  of  his  history?  Ex¬ 
plain  “As  a  historian  he  is  not  very  critical.”  In  what  ways 
did  Thucydides  write  better  history  than  Herodotus? 

8.  In  what  ways  was  the  curiosity  of  the  Greeks  different  from 
that  of  earlier  peoples?  What  theories  did  the  Greeks  have 
about  the  outer  world  of  nature  which  are  still  believed? 
What  do  you  understand  by  “scientific  attitude,”  “observa¬ 
tion,”  and  “experiment”? 

9.  What  sort  of  questions  did  Socrates  ask?  Do  you  think  that 
he  was  a  good  teacher?  Can  you  understand  much  about 
any  subject  (history,  for  example),  if  you  do  not  ask  yourself 
what  words  mean? 

10.  Why  did  the  Athenians  condemn  Socrates  to  death?  Why 
did  Socrates  think  that  he  was  a  public  benefactor?  If  you 
had  been  a  juror,  what  would  you  have  thought?  How  do  we 
know  what  Socrates  taught? 

11.  What  is  the  meaning  of  “real”  and  “ideal”?  Why  did  Plato 
think  that  ideas  are  more  real  than  things?  Where  did  Plato 
think  ideas  came  from?  Do  you  believe  that  an  idea  of  a 
hammer  had  to  exist  before  the  first  men  made  a  hammer? 
Do  you  think  that  a  rose  is  beautiful  because  it  just  is  beau¬ 
tiful,  or  because  vou  and  others  think  that  it  is  beautiful? 
Do  you  believe  that  men  are  “created  equal”  because  that 
idea  is  in  our  Declaration  of  Independence? 

12.  Do  you  believe  that  the  wisest  men  should  govern  other 
people,  as  Plato  believed?  How  do  you  think  the  wisest  men 
could  be  selected?  Why  do  you  think  that  Plato’s  republic 
would  have  produced  a  Plato  or  would  not? 

1 3.  What  did  Aristotle  think  our  ideas  of  things  are?  What  were 
the  chief  books  of  Aristotle  and  Plato  on  government?  How  did 
Aristotle’s  way  of  finding  out  what  was  good  government 
differ  from  that  of  Plato?  What  different  kinds  of  govern- 
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ment  did  Aristotle  name?  Do  you  think  that  we  can  still 
use  these  names  for  governments  which  exist  today? 

14.  Do  you  agree  with  Aristotle  that  happiness  is  better  than 
goodness?  Do  you  believe  that  we  should  follow  Aristotle's 
“golden  mean"  of  conduct? 

15.  Why  was  Aristotle  interested  in  correct  thinking?  What  is  a 
syllogism?  Try  to  make  up  a  few  syllogisms  which  will  repre¬ 
sent  correct  thinking.  How  do  we  now  think  that  the  syllo¬ 
gism  can  be  used? 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  There  are  many  words  in  this  chapter  which  you  may  not 
know,  but  which  you  should  try  to  understand  and  to  use. 
Why  not  try  the  Socratic  method  and  ask  your  teacher  and 
fellow  students  questions?  What  does  “beauty,”  “ideal,” 
“history,”  “fiction,”  “fate,”  “universal,”  “real,”  or  “nominal¬ 
ism”  really  mean?  What  is  an  idea? 

2.  The  Greeks  painted  pictures  on  their  pottery  (for  examples, 
see  pp.  74,  76,  84,  86,  108).  You  may  have  seen  some  of  this 
pottery  in  museums.  Prepare  a  report  on  Greek  pottery. 
What  does  it  tell  you  about  Greek  art  and  Greek  life? 

3.  Write  an  account  of  the  death  of  Socrates  as  you  might  have 
done  if  you  had  been  a  reporter  living  in  Athens  at  the  time 
of  his  death.  Consult  books  in  the  Selected  References,  using 
the  index  of  each  book  that  you  think  may  say  something 
about  Socrates.  Note  that  one  whole  book  has  been  written 
on  this  subject. 

4.  Select  one  of  the  following  topics  as  the  subject  for  a  report 
or  theme:  What  did  the  Greeks  learn  about  science?  (Con¬ 
sult  histories  of  science.)  Greek  drama.  Greek  sculpture. 
Greek  historians.  Greek  orators. 

5.  Subject  for  debate:  If  a  man  knows  nothing,  how  can  he 
even  know  that  he  knows  nothing? 

6.  If  you  have  decided  whether  you  are  an  idealist  or  a  realist, 
be  prepared  to  tell  the  class  why  you  are  one  or  the  other. 

7.  Write  a  brief  statement  in  your  notebook  telling  what  you 
think  Greek  genius  created  that  is  still  useful  to  us. 
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GRAECO-ROMAN  CIVILIZATION,  509-27  b.  c. 

HOW  THE  ROMANS  CONQUERED  A  GREAT  EMPIRE 


Can  anyone  be  so  indifferent  .  .  .  as  not  to  care  to  know  by 
what  means  .  .  .  almost  the  whole  of  the  inhabited  world 
was  conquered  a?id  brought  under  the  dominion  of  the 
single  city  of  Rome ?  Polybius 


The  glory  that  was  Greece,  the  grandeur  that  was  Rome.  The 

story  of  Greek  civilization  does  not  end  with  the  death  of  Aris¬ 
totle.  There  is  still  to  be  told  the  story  of  Alexander’s  conquest 
of  western  Asia,  and  the  consequent  spread  of  Greek  culture 
throughout  the  eastern  and  western  Mediterranean  world.  But 
these  events  can  best  be  related  in  connection  with  the  rise  of 
the  great  Roman  Empire.  Leaving  the  Greeks  in  peace  for  the 
moment,  we  therefore  turn  to  the  Romans,  keeping  in  mind 
meantime  that  the  story  of  the  Romans  will  presently  bring  us 
back  to  the  Greeks  again. 

Of  all  ancient  peoples  the  Romans  were,  next  to  the  Greeks, 
the  most  important — the  most  important  for  their  achievements, 
and  also  for  their  influence  on  the  history  of  civilization  in 
modern  times.  But,  in  temperament  and  character,  the  Romans 
were  different  from  the  Greeks,  so  that  their  chief  contribution 
to  civilization  was  of  a  different  sort.  The  Greeks  were  above  all 
an  intellectual  people— famous  chiefly  for  their  achievements  in 
literature  and  art,  in  science  and  philosophy.  The  Romans  were 
above  all  a  practical  people — famous  chiefly  for  their  mastery  of  the 
arts  of  war  and  conquest,  of  government  and  diplomacy,  and  for 
the  development  and  use  of  law.  In  500  b.  c.  they  were  an 
obscure  people  whose  power  was  confined  to  Rome  and  the 
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region  roundabout;  in  180  a.  d.  they  were  rulers  of  the  entire 
Mediterranean  world  from  Syria  on  the  east  to  Spain,  Gaul,  and 
Britain  on  the  west.  In  short,  the  great  achievement  of  the 
Romans  was  the  creation  of  the  most  extended  and  the  best 
governed  empire  of  ancient  times — “an  empire/'  says  the  Greek 
historian  Polybius,  “not  to  be  paralleled  in  the  past  or  rivaled 
in  the  future."  Polybius  was  a  brave  man  to  predict  that  the 
Roman  Empire  would  never  have  a  rival  in  the  future. 

In  conquering  the  world,  the  Romans  came  into  contact  with 
the  older  and  wiser  peoples  of  the  east.  They  necessarily  learned 
much  from  the  people  whom  they  subdued,  and  most  of  all  from 
the  Greeks.  “Greece  taken  captive,"  says  Horace,  “took  captive 
her  rough  conqueror,  and  brought  the  arts  to  rustic  Latium." 
Learning  from  the  Greeks,  the  Romans  in  time  produced  a  great 
literature,  and  many  fine  works  of  art.  But  this  culture  was  an 
appropriation  from  the  Greeks  rather  than  an  original  creation: 
in  all  Latin  literature,  there  is  rarely  to  be  found  a  literary  form, 
a  philosophical  or  a  scientific  idea,  or  even  a  theory  of  politics, 
which  was  not  taken  over  from  Greek  writers.  If  Athens  was 
the  school  of  Greece,  Greece  was  in  turn  the  school  of  Rome. 

Thus  it  happened  that  the  civilization  of  the  great  Roman  Em¬ 
pire  at  its  height  was  not  Roman  merely,  but  Graeco-Roman— 
a  joint  product  of  Greek  and  Roman  qualities,  a  happy  blend  of 
the  Roman  genius  for  government  and  law  and  the  Greek  genius 
for  intellectual  and  artistic  achievement.  This  union  of  these  two 
great  civilizations  was  expressed  by  the  American  poet,  Poe,  in  the 
famous  line:  “The  glory  that  was  Greece  and  the  grandeur  that 
was  Rome!"  All  later  European  peoples  were  to  be  heirs  and 
beneficiaries  of  this  glory  and  this  grandeur:  from  the  Romans 
they  were  to  learn  how  to  master  and  govern  the  world,  from  the 
Greeks  how  to  know  and  understand  it. 

I.  The  Roman  Republic  Conquers,  Rules,  and 
Romanizes  Italy 

The  Romans,  growing  tired  of  kings,  establish  a  Republic,  509  B.  C. 

Rome,  “the  eternal  city,"  is  so  old  that  we  do  not  know  precisely 


THE  ROMANS  CONQUER  AN  EMPIRE 


133 


when  or  how  it  was  founded.  The  ancient  Romans  knew  even 
less  than  we  do  about  it;  but  since  it  would  not  do  to  be  ig¬ 
norant  of  so  important  an  event, 
they  invented  an  attractive  story 
to  explain  it — the  story  that  it 
was  founded  in  753  b.  c.  by 
Romulus  and  Remus,  descend¬ 
ants  of  Aeneas  who,  according  to 
legend,  had  come  to  Italy  from 
Troy.  You  may  read  this  en¬ 
gaging  story,  as  most  Romans 
read  it,  in  Livy’s  History 7,  or, 
better  still,  in  Virgil’s  Aeneid, 
an  epic  poem  modeled  upon 
Homer’s  Iliad. 

From  archaeological  remains 
we  know  that  long  before  753 
b.  c.  there  were,  in  the  district 
of  Latium  south  of  the  Tiber 
River,  many  cities  inhabited  by  people  of  common  origin  and 
speaking  different,  related  dialects,  from  which  Latin  was  derived. 
The  Latins  (people  of  Latium)  had  often  to  defend  themselves 
against  enemies  on  all  sides.  Rome  may  have  been  founded  by 
them  on  the  hills  near  the  Tiber  as  a  kind  of  military  outpost 
against  the  alien  and  dangerous  Etruscans  dwelling  in  Etruria 
north  of  the  river. 

The  Etruscans,  who  had  come  to  Italy  from  somewhere  in  the 
Aegean  region,  were  far  more  civilized  than  the  Latins.  Ap¬ 
parently  Rome  was  conquered  by  these  Etruscans,  since  some  of 
the  early  buildings  are  in  the  Etruscan  style,  and  some  of  the 
kings  ruling  in  Rome  were  Etruscans.  One  of  these  was  Tarquin 
the  Proud,  whose  cruelties,  according  to  a  legend,  were  such  that 
in  509  b.  c.  the  Romans  finally  revolted  and  drove  him  out  of  the 
city. 

This  was  the  end  of  kings  at  Rome,  and  the  beginning  of  a 
form  of  government  which  Romans  called  libera  res  publica— 


An  Etruscan  Lady 

This  portrait,  in  the  style  of  the 
sixth  century  b.c.,  has  withstood 
the  years  to  show  us  what  Lady 
Velia  looked  like. 
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freedom  in  public  affairs.  From  res  publics  we  get  the  English 
word  “republic.”  The  Roman  Republic  lasted  nearly  five  hun¬ 
dred  years— until  27  b.  c.,  when  Caesar  Augustus  organized  the 
principate  or  empire. 

At  first  the  Roman  Republic  was  a  small  city-state,  consisting 
of  the  city  of  Rome  and  the  farm  lands  roundabout.  The  people 
had  long  been  divided  into  two  classes,  wealthy  and  privileged 
landowners  called  patricians,  and  poor  farmers,  artisans,  and 
workers  called  plebs,  or  plebeians.  Although  the  two  classes  had 
united  to  drive  out  King  Tarquin,  the  new  Republican  govern¬ 
ment  was  organized  by  and  for  the  patricians.  There  were  two 
chief  magistrates,  called  consuls,  elected  annually  by  the  patricians; 
a  Senate  composed  mostly  of  patricians;  and  a  popular  assembly 
( comitia )  in  which  all  the  people  took  part,  but  in  such  a  way 
that  it  too  was  dominated  by  the  patricians.  In  time  of  peace 
the  two  consuls  had  equal  authority,  which  was  strictly  limited 
by  law.  The  tyranny  of  Tarquin  had  given  the  Romans  an  abid¬ 
ing  hatred  of  kings,  and  they  probably  thought  that  two  consuls 
with  equal  power  would  make  it  impossible  for  either  to  become 
king.  They  recognized,  however,  that  divided  authority  might  be 
disastrous  in  times  of  danger.  The  laws,  therefore,  provided  for 
the  creation,  in  times  of  war,  of  a  temporary  (six  months)  dic¬ 
tatorship.  The  laws,  so  to  speak,  could  legally  suspend  themselves 
temporarily  by  conferring  on  one  man  (usually  one  of  the  con¬ 
suls)  the  military  iniperium — that  is,  absolute  authority  over  army 
and  state. 

How  the  Romans  conquered  Italy,  509-265  B.  C.  Under  this 
aristocratic  republic,  which  could  in  emergencies  be  easily  trans¬ 
formed  into  a  dictatorship,  the  simple  Roman  farmers  slowly  but 
persistently  extended  their  dominion  throughout  the  Italian  pen¬ 
insula.  They  probably  did  not  intend  to  conquer  all  Italy,  and 
for  two  hundred  years  nothing  seemed  less  likely  than  such  an 
outcome.  Surrounded  on  all  sides  by  hostile  and  powerful 
peoples,  the  Romans  fought  from  necessity  rather  than  from 
ambition,  and  were  satisfied  if  they  could  maintain  their  in¬ 
dependence. 
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For  a  long  time  the  Romans  barely  held  their  own  against  their 
ancient  enemy,  the  Etruscans;  but  at  last  the  Romans  won  a 
great  victory  by  capturing  the 
city  of  Veii  (about  395  b.  c.). 

This  conquest  nearly  doubled  the 
territory  of  Rome,  and  by  pro¬ 
viding  more  land  for  Roman 
farmers,  ultimately  provided  more 
farmers  for  Roman  armies. 

Against  the  Gauls,  however, 

Roman  armies  did  not  fare  so 
well.  These  Gauls  were  a  bar¬ 
barian  people  who  had  settled  in 
the  northern  part  of  Italy.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  legend,  Rome  was 
even  captured  by  the  Gauls,  but 
we  do  not  know  exactly  what  did 
happen. 

The  extension  of  Roman  power 
also  brought  the  Romans  into  conflict  with  the  Samnites,  a  war¬ 
like  people  dwelling  in  the  hill  country  to  the  south  and  east.  For 
fifty  years  the  existence  of  Rome  was  threatened  by  these  people, 
who  were  at  times  assisted  by  the  Etruscans,  the  Gauls,  and  even 
Latin  cities.  The  crucial  struggle  was  the  Third  Samnite  War 
(298-290  b.  c.)  which  resulted  in  the  subjugation  of  the  Samnites, 
and  thereby  assured  the  ascendency  of  Rome  in  Etruria  and 
Latium. 

Thus  after  three  hundred  years  Rome  became  the  undisputed 
master  of  central  Italy.  But  the  world  is  large,  and  every  ex¬ 
tension  of  power  disclosed  new  opportunities  for  conquest.  In 
southern  Italy  were  many  Greek  city-states,  and  Rome  was  soon 
involved  in  their  constant  disputes.  It  happened  that  the  people 
of  Thurii  asked  for  Roman  protection  against  Tarentum,  the 
most  powerful  of  the  Greek  states  in  Italy.  Tarentum  in  turn 
sought  the  aid  of  Pyrrhus,  king  of  Epirus  in  Greece.  Pyrrhus, 
thinking  to  make  an  easy  extension  of  his  kingdom,  brought  a 


136 


GREEK  AND  ROMAN  CIVILIZATION 


large  army  to  Italy,  where  he  astonished  the  Romans  by  employ¬ 
ing,  along  with  soldiers,  twenty  elephants.  Against  these  ani¬ 
mated  tanks,  the  short  swords  of  the  Romans,  and  even  their 
cavalry,  were  of  slight  avail;  and  the  Romans  were  badly  defeated 
in  two  battles.  But,  fortunately  for  them,  King  Pyrrhus,  fore¬ 
seeing  that  the  Romans  would  make  a  long  war  of  it,  finally  re¬ 
tired  to  Greece,  leaving  Tarentum  in  the  lurch.  In  265  b.  c.  the 
city  surrendered  to  the  Roman  armies;  the  other  Greek  cities 
speedily  submitted;  and  Rome  was  at  last  the  dominant  power  in 
Italy. 

How  the  Romans  governed  Italy,  265-88  B.  C.  What  was  the 
secret  of  Roman  success?  How  did  a  small  community  of  Romans 
manage  to  conquer  and  govern  so  many  other  peoples  scattered 
over  the  Italian  peninsula?  For  one  thing,  they  gradually  learned 
how  to  fight  better  than  any  other  people.  King  Pyrrhus, 
although  he  defeated  the  Romans,  was  amazed  at  their  skill  and 
persistence.  “With  such  an  army,’7  he  is  reported  to  have  said, 
“I  could  conquer  the  world.”  That  is  just  what  the  Romans  did 
in  the  end,  and  one  secret  of  their  success  was  their  mastery  of 
the  art  of  war. 

But  although  power  may  be  acquired  by  military  skill,  some¬ 
thing  more  is  required  to  maintain  it.  While  conquering  the 
peoples  of  Italy,  the  Romans  learned  how  to  govern  them;  and 
their  success  was  due  more  to  their  political  than  to  their  military 
genius.  “Divide  and  rule,”  is  the  famous  motto  which  expresses 
the  policy  of  the  Romans.  They  were  past  masters  in  the  art  of 
dividing  their  enemies,  in  fostering  and  taking  advantage  of  their 
rivalries.  More  important  still,  once  their  enemies  submitted  to 
them,  the  Romans  gave  them  something  they  wanted,  but  not 
everything;  they  left  something  to  be  desired,  and  held  out  the 
prospect  of  their  getting  it  some  day  if  they  were  obedient.  Let 
us  see  how  the  Romans  applied  these  principles  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Italy. 

First  of  all,  the  Romans  did  not  annex  all  of  the  conquered 
territory.  Only  about  one  third  of  Italy  south  of  the  Arno  River 
(north  of  which  were  the  still  unconquered  Gauls)  was  incor- 
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porated  into  the  Roman  state  and  governed  directly  by  it.  Thus 
Rome  was  only  one  of  many  states  in  Italy,  but  still  by  far  the 
largest,  so  that  if  Rome  kept  the  others  divided,  she  could  rule 
them.  Roman  policy  was  to  keep  other  states  from  uniting,  by 
binding  each  one  to  Rome.  By  conferring  upon  the  people  of 
the  different  states,  in  greater  or  less  degree,  the  privilege  of  self- 
government  and  the  rights  of  Roman  citizens,  Rome  bound  them 
to  her.  The  rights  of  Roman  citizens  were:  (1)  the  public 
rights— the  right  of  holding  office  (honores),  and  the  right  of 
voting  at  Rome  (suffragium);  and  (2)  the  private  rights— the 
right  of  marrying  with  Romans  (connubium),  and  the  right  of 
trading  with  Romans  (commercium) .  On  the  basis  of  these 
privileges,  Romans  recognized  four  different  kinds  of  dependent 
states  in  Italy— Roman  colonies,  Latin  colonies,  municipalities, 
and  allies. 

1.  The  Roman  colonies.  These  were  communities  in  which  a 
certain  number  of  Roman  citizens  (usually  about  300  ex-soldiers) 
were  given  land  for  farms.  As  they  retained  all  rights  of  Roman 
citizens,  they  governed  the  colony,  for  the  native  inhabitants  had 
private  rights  only.  Roman  colonies  were  all  either  on  or  near 
the  sea.  Located  in  strategic  positions,  they  were  military  out¬ 
posts  of  Rome  that  served  as  centers  of  Roman  power  for  keeping 
the  people  of  Italy  in  subjection. 

2.  Latin  colonies.  These  were  usually  new  communities  founded 
by  sending  out  a  large  number  of  poor  Roman  citizens  (from 
2,500  to  20,000)  and  giving  them  land  taken  by  conquest.  The 
colonists  lost  the  public  rights  of  Roman  citizens  (right  of  hold¬ 
ing  office  and  voting  at  Rome),  but  they  retained  the  private 
rights,  and  governed  themselves  with  a  city-state  government  like 
that  of  the  Roman  republic.  There  were  in  all  about  thirty-five 
of  these  Latin  colonies,  many  of  them  in  Latium,  but  some  in 
other  parts  of  Italy.  They  served  a  double  purpose:  they  pro¬ 
vided  land  for  poor  Romans,  and  were  centers  for  the  spread  of 
Roman  customs  and  the  Latin  language. 

3.  Municipalities  (municipia).  These  were  conquered  cities 
whose  inhabitants  were  given  the  private  rights  of  Roman  citi- 
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zens— the  right  of  marrying  with  Romans,  and  the  right  of  trading 
with  Romans  and  with  the  inhabitants  of  other  municipalities. 
Some  of  the  municipalities  were  governed  by  magistrates  sent  out 
from  Rome,  others  were  permitted  to  govern  themselves.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  their  behavior,  they  might  acquire  more  rights,  or  lose 
some  they  already  possessed. 

4.  Allies  (socii).  The  majority  of  the  conquered  cities  in  Etruria 
and  southern  Italy  were  called  Allies  (socii)  because  they  were 
regarded  as  independent  states,  each  of  which  was  bound  to 
Rome  by  a  special  treaty  of  alliance.  They  were  required  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  certain  number  of  troops  for  the  Roman  armies,  and  to 
refrain  from  entering  into  any  relation  with  each  other  without 
the  consent  of  Rome.  Most  of  the  Allies  probably  had  com¬ 
mercial  and  marriage  rights  with  Rome,  but  not  with  each  other. 
Any  attempt  on  their  part  to  disturb  the  peace  in  Italy,  or  to 
break  away  from  the  Roman  alliance,  was  ruthlessly  suppressed; 
but  so  long  as  they  observed  their  treaty  obligations,  they  were 
allowed  to  govern  themselves  as  they  liked. 

These  political  arrangements  assured  the  supremacy  of  Rome 
in  Italy.  But  during  the  two  centuries  following  the  conquest, 
that  supremacy  was  strengthened  by  influences  of  another  sort. 
Subjection  to  Rome  brought  the  people  of  Italy  into  constant 
contact  with  the  Romans  in  many  ways,  so  that  gradually,  almost 
without  knowing  it,  they  became  “Romanized"— -that  is,  they 
found  it  necessary  or  advantageous,  or  both,  to  adopt  Roman  cus¬ 
toms  and  to  use  the  Latin  language. 

One  thing  which  brought  this  about  was  intermarriage  between 
Romans  and  Italians.  Another  was  the  development  of  com¬ 
merce  between  Rome  and  the  dependent  cities,  which  made  it 
convenient  for  Italians  to  use  Roman  money  and  the  Latin 
language.  Another  was  the  building  of  roads,  which  increased 
travel  and  commerce  between  Rome  and  the  dependent  cities. 

When  the  Romans  built  a  road,  they  built  it  to  last.  Their 
phrase  was  muniie  viam— to  “fortify  a  way."  They  first  dug  a 
deep  wide  trench,  which  they  filled  with  broken  stones;  on  this  solid 
foundation  they  then  poured  concrete,  in  which  were  set  large, 
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A  Lava-Paved  Roman  Road 

This  road  is  part  of  “Domitian’s  road.”  On  roads  like  this  couriers  traveled 
to  Roman  provinces,  Roman  legions  marched,  and  trade  moved. 

smooth,  perfectly  fitted  blocks  of  stone,  making  a  solid  level  sur¬ 
face.  The  first  through  highway  thus  constructed  was  the  famous 
Appian  Way,  which  ran  south  through  Latium,  and  then  along 
the  seacoast.  In  the  course  of  time  similar  roads  connected  Rome 
with  all  the  principal  parts  of  Italy.  All  these  roads,  leading  away 
from  Rome  as  well  as  to  Rome,  by  making  it  easy  to  move  armies, 
helped  to  keep  the  peoples  of  Italy  in  subjection;  and,  by  improv¬ 
ing  means  of  travel  and  trade,  helped  to  make  subjection  necessary 
and  profitable. 

Thus  it  was  true  that  “all  roads  led  to  Rome/'  All  the  chief 
avenues  to  political  privilege,  to  commercial  profit,  and  to  social 
standing  led  the  people  of  Italy  to  Rome;  so  that  in  the  course  of 
three  centuries  they  tended  to  forget  their  ancient  customs,  their 
native  language,  and  their  former  independence,  and  wanted  only 
to  become  Romans.  They  wanted  this  so  much  that  in  the  years 
90-88  b.  c.  the  Allied  cities  fought  and  won  a  war  with  Rome  in 
order  to  obtain  the  full  rights  of  Roman  citizens.  Henceforth  the 
distinction  between  Rome  and  Italy,  between  Romans  and 
Italians,  disappeared,  and  there  were  in  Italy  not  many  peoples 
but  only  one— the  Romans. 

We  must  now  see  how  the  Romans,  having  conquered  all  of 
Italy,  went  on  to  conquer  many  other  countries. 
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Courtesy  Royal  Ontario  Museum  of  Archaeology 


Relics  of  Roman  Rule 

At  the  left  is  a  Roman  milestone,  which  says,  "Fifteen  (XV)  miles  from 
the  boundary  of  the  city-state  of  Verona.”  At  the  right  is  a  stone  standard  of 
the  Second  Legion  of  Augusta,  found  in  England. 

II.  Rome  Conquers  Carthage  and  Begins  to  Rule  and 
Romanize  all  the  Peoples  around  the  Western 

Mediterranean 

How  the  Romans  extended  their  empire  beyond  the  sea:  (I)  The 
struggle  with  Carthage,  264-146  B.  C.  In  describing  the  Roman 
method  of  governing  Italy,  we  have  run  ahead  of  the  story.  The 
subjection  of  southern  Italy,  in  265  b.  c.,  brought  the  Romans  into 
conflict  with  the  Greek  world  in  the  east,  and  with  the  Carthagin¬ 
ian  empire  in  the  west.  These  two  conflicts  went  on  at  the  same 
time,  but  we  will  take  them  separately,  and  first  the  struggle  with 
Carthage. 

Carthage  was  founded  by  Phoenicians  in  the  ninth  century  b.  c. 
The  city  was  located  just  across  the  Mediterranean  in  Africa,  where 
Tunis  now  is.  It  was  an  excellent  location  for  a  trading  people. 
The  country  roundabout  was  very  fertile,  and  suited  to  raising 
grain,  figs,  and  grapes.  The  harbor  was  the  finest  in  the  west. 
In  264  b.c.  Carthage  was  probably  the  largest  city  in  the  world, 
with  a  population  of  perhaps  700,000.  It  was  also  the  richest  com¬ 
mercial  center.  Carthaginian  ships  traded  with  the  Greeks,  the 
Egyptians,  the  Phoenicians  in  the  east,  and  with  Sicily,  Spain, 
Gaul,  and  Britain  in  the  west.  The  Carthaginian  navy  dominated 
the  sea.  In  short,  Carthage  was  the  center  of  a  great  commercial 
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and  naval  empire,  and  the  Carthaginians  boasted,  so  the  story 
runs,  that  no  one  could  “wash  his  hands  in  the  western  Mediter¬ 
ranean”  without  their  permission. 

Carthage,  the  greatest  sea  power— Rome,  the  greatest  land 
power:  for  over  a  hundred  years  these  two  fought  for  supremacy, 
fighting  three  wars  (the  Carthaginian  or  “Punic”  wars)  which 
ended  in  the  total  destruction  of  Carthage. 

First  Punic  War,  264-241  B.  C.  The  Romans  first  came  into 
conflict  with  the  Carthaginians  in  Sicily,  where  the  Carthaginians 
were  strongly  established.  But  to  fight  the  Carthaginians,  the 
Romans  would  have  to  fight  on  the  sea,  and  they  had  no  navy. 
Finding  a  beached  Carthaginian  galley,  they  took  it  to  pieces  and 
used  it  as  a  model  for  building  ships  of  their  own.  While  ships 
were  being  built,  they  taught  their  soldiers  how  to  row.  “They 
made  the  men  sit  on  benches  on  dry  land,”  says  Polybius,  “and 
taught  them  to  .  .  .  draw  in  their  hands  all  together  in  time,  .  .  . 
and  then  to  swing  forward  and  throw  them  out  again.”  So  they 
learned  to  row  on  dry  land;  but  rowing  on  the  sea  was  not  quite 
the  same  thing.  They  found  that  Carthaginian  rowers  were  more 
expert  in  the  art  of  naval  warfare,  which  consisted  in  ramming 
the  enemy's  ships.  If,  the  Romans  thought,  we  could  only  get 
our  soldiers  on  board  the  Carthaginian  vessels,  and  fight  on  deck 
as  we  fight  on  land,  we  could  win  on  the  sea  as  we  win  on  the 
land. 

So  the  Romans  straightway  found  a  way  to  do  this.  They  set 
a  heavy  round  mast  in  the  prow  of  each  of  their  galleys.  To  this 
mast  they  attached  a  long  gangway  which,  when  they  came  along¬ 
side  an  enemy  ship,  could  be  lifted  up  and  swung  out  and  dropped 
down  on  the  enemy's  deck.  A  long  spike  on  the  end  of  the  gang¬ 
way  would  help  to  hold  the  two  ships  together.  Then  Roman 
soldiers  could  rush  across  the  gangway  onto  the  enemy  ship.  This 
device  worked  very  well.  The  Carthaginians,  seeing  these  huge  gang¬ 
ways  raised  aloft,  were  at  first  contemptuous,  then  terrified. 
“Some  of  the  Carthaginians  were  cut  down,  while  others  sur¬ 
rendered  in  bewildered  terror  in  a  battle  which  became  exactly 
like  a  land  fight.” 
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Courtesy  Commercial  Museum,  Philadelphia 

A  Carthaginian  Galley 


In  the  first  sea-fight  the  Romans  captured  fifty  Carthaginian 
galleys,  and  later  were  victorious  in  six  out  of  seven  major  engage¬ 
ments.  These  victories  enabled  them  to  land  an  army  in  Africa, 
where  they  could  actually  fight  the  Carthaginians  on  land.  Here 
they  suffered  one  great  defeat.  The  Consul  Regulus  blundered, 
and  was  captured,  together  with  his  entire  army.  Wishing  to  end 
the  war,  the  Carthaginians  agreed  to  set  him  free  if  he  would  go  to 
Rome  and  persuade  the  Romans  to  make  peace,  binding  him 
with  an  oath  to  return  to  Carthage  if  he  were  unsuccessful.  Regu¬ 
lus  went  to  Rome,  but  advised  the  Romans  to  go  on  fighting. 
Then,  in  spite  of  every  protest,  he  returned  to  Carthage,  because 
he  had  given  his  oath.  There  he  was  put  to  death.  For  this 
patriotic  and  honorable  act,  Regulus  has  always  been  remembered. 
The  Romans  fought  on,  and  finally  forced  the  Carthaginians  to 
make  peace  on  Roman  terms:  the  Romans  took  Sicily,  and  made 
the  Carthaginians  pay  them,  over  a  period  of  twenty  years,  about 
$3,500,000.  Thus  ended  the  First  Punic  War  (241  b.c.). 

Second  Punic  War,  218-201  B.C.  Although  defeated,  the 
Carthaginians  were  not  done  for.  In  order  to  pay  the  indemnity, 
they  developed  silver  and  gold  mines  in  Iberia  (Spain);  and  in 
that  country  Hamilcar  Barca  built  up  a  strong  army  of  native 
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Iberians.  Twenty-three  years  after  the  first  war,  Carthaginians 
were  once  more  prosperous;  they  once  more  had  a  good  army. 
Best  of  all,  they  now  had  one  of  the  ablest  generals  of  ancient 
times.  He  was  Hannibal,  son  of  Hamilcar  Barca. 

Since  the  Romans  now  had  command  of  the  sea,  Hannibal 
could  get  his  army  into  Italy  only  by  passing  from  Spain  to  Gaul 
and  from  Gaul  over  the  Alps  Mountains.  To  take  a  large  army, 
with  horses  and  many  elephants,  across  the  Rhone  River  and  the 
high  Alps  was  no  easy  task  at  any  time;  but  when  Hannibal  made 
his  famous  crossing,  the  mountain  passes  were  covered  with  ice 
and  snow.  The  story  of  his  great  difficulties,  and  of  his  ingenuity 
in  overcoming  them,  you  can  read  in  the  dramatic  account  given 
in  the  History  of  Polybius.  Nothing  daunted  Hannibal,  and  al¬ 
though  he  lost  most  of  his  elephants,  and  many  of  his  men  and 
horses,  he  finally  got  over  with  an  exhausted  and  half-starved  army. 
Taking  time  to  rest,  and  to  recruit  troops  from  the  warlike  Gauls 
in  northern  Italy  (not  yet  subdued  by  Rome)  he  at  last  crossed 
the  Apennines,  where  by  a  simple  ruse  he  trapped  and  virtually 
destroyed  a  Roman  army  of  40,000  men  at  Lake  Trasimenus 
(217  b.c.). 

The  people  in  Rome  were  panic-stricken  at  this  great  disaster, 
thinking  that  Hannibal  would  march  upon  the  city.  But  having 
no  siege  guns  with  which  to  batter  down  the  walls,  he  did  not 
try  to  take  Rome.  Instead,  he  moved  into  southern  Italy,  think¬ 
ing  that  the  Allied  cities  would  desert  Rome  and  side  with  him. 
Meantime,  in  place  of  the  two  consuls,  the  Romans  appointed  a 
dictator,  Fabius  Maximus.  Fabius  followed  Hannibal  about  as  he 
laid  waste  the  country,  but  was  too  cautious,  or  perhaps  too  wise, 
to  risk  a  battle.  Growing  tired  of  this  “Fabian  policy,”  the 
Romans  once  more  put  the  consuls  in  command,  and  told  them 
to  fight.  They  did  so,  but  they  were  no  match  for  Hannibal, 
who  once  more  outwitted  them,  and  in  the  Battle  of  Cannae 
(216  b.c.)  literally  slaughtered  an  army  of  48,000  men:  only 
about  10,000  survived.  It  was  the  worst  defeat  the  Romans  ever 
suffered.  The  Roman  Senate  thanked  the  consuls  “for  not 
having  despaired  of  the  Republic,”  and  went  on  with  the  war. 
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How  the  Roman  Republic  Grew 
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Hannibal  remained  in  Italy  sixteen  years.  During  all  this  time 
he  kept  his  army  together,  as  Polybius  says,  "like  a  good  pilot, 
without  disaffection  to  him  or  to  one  another,  although  he 
had  ...  in  his  service  .  .  .  Libyans,  Iberians,  Ligurians,  Celts, 
Phoenicians,  Italians,  Greeks,  who  had  neither  law,  nor  custom, 
nor  speech,  nor  anything  else  in  common/'  Nothing  else  except 
affection  and  loyalty  to  their  great  commander.  Why  then  did 
this  superb  general,  who  won  all  the  battles,  not  win  the  war?  It 
is  something  of  a  puzzle.  In  sixteen  years  it  seems  that,  if  he  had 
displayed  as  much  ingenuity  and  persistence  as  the  Romans  always 
did,  he  might  have  found  a  way  to  take  the  city  of  Rome.  But 
he  never  attempted  it.  No  doubt  he  still  hoped  that  the  Allied 
cities  would  join  him.  But  except  for  a  few  Greek  cities  none  of 
them  did;  Rome's  policy  in  dealing  with  the  Allies  thus  bore  good 
fruit  in  her  time  of  trouble. 

Year  after  year  passed,  and  Hannibal  remained  in  the  country, 
living  on  it,  but  otherwise  wasting  his  time,  one  must  suppose. 
At  last  an  able  general  and  statesman  came  to  the  front  on  the 
Roman  side.  This  was  Publius  Cornelius  Scipio,  who  had  won 
victories  in  Spain,  and  now  proposed  to  take  an  army  to  Africa 
and  thus  force  the  Carthaginians  to  recall  Hannibal  from  Italy. 
The  scheme  worked,  and  by  good  fortune  more  than  by  superior 
generalship  Scipio  managed  to  defeat  Hannibal  at  the  Battle  of 
Zama  (202  b.c.).  The  Carthaginians  then  sued  for  peace.  The 
Romans  imposed  harder  terms  than  before:  Carthage  ceded  her 
possessions  in  Spain,  which  thus  became  a  Roman  province,  and 
agreed  to  pay  the  Romans  about  $12,000,000.  In  gratitude  for 
his  great  victory  Scipio  was  ever  after  called  Scipio  Africanus. 

Third  Punic  War,  149-146  B.C.  The  Second  Punic  War  ended 
the  prosperity  and  the  power  of  Carthage,  but  for  fifty-three  years 
it  retained  its  independence.  Roman  aristocrats  coveted  the  rich 
lands  in  northern  Africa,  and  some  of  them  no  doubt  feared 
that  the  once  dangerous  city  might  recover  its  wealth  and  power. 
One  of  these  was  Marcus  Porcius  Cato,  a  senator  whose  hatred  of 
Carthage  is  his  chief  title  to  fame.  Whenever  he  made  a  speech  in 
the  Senate  on  any  subject,  he  would  conclude  it  by  saying, 
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ceterum  censeo  delendam  Carthaginem — “Nevertheless,  I  think 
that  Carthage  must  be  destroyed.”  In  the  end  Cato  had  his  way. 
Declaring  that  Carthage  had  broken  the  treaty,  the  Romans  waged 
a  short  war  which  ended  in  taking  the  city.  The  Carthaginians 
were  sold  into  slavery,  the  city  was  totally  destroyed,  its  site  was 
ploughed  up  and  covered  with  salt,  and  a  curse  was  pronounced 
upon  anyone  who  should  ever  live  there  again.  The  rich  country 
of  northern  Africa  became  a  Roman  province. 

How  the  Romans  extended  their  empire  beyond  the  sea:  (2)  The 
conquest  of  the  eastern  Greek  world,  197-63  B.  C.  After  the 
Second  Punic  War,  the  Romans  became  involved  in  the  quarrels 
of  city-states  in  Greece.  They  had  no  intention  of  conquering 
Greece,  but  one  thing  led  to  another,  and  during  the  course  of  a 
hundred  thirty-four  years  they  became  the  dominant  power  in 
Greece  and  the  Aegean  countries,  in  Asia  Minor,  Syria,  Palestine, 
and  in  Egypt.  Before  telling  the  story  of  this  conquest,  we  must 
return  for  a  moment  to  the  Greeks,  and  see  what  had  happened 
to  them  and  to  the  old  Persian  Empire  after  360  b.  c. 

1.  Alexander's  conquests  and  the  spread  of  Greek  culture.  We 
have  seen  (p.  96)  that  after  the  Peloponnesian  War  leadership 
passed  first  to  Sparta,  then  to  Thebes,  and  then  to  Macedonia. 
Having  become  master  of  Greece  by  the  conquest  of  Thebes  in 
339  b.c.,  Philip  proposed  that  all  Greek  states  should  unite  with 
him  in  conquest  of  their  old  enemy,  the  great  Persian  Empire. 
But  he  was  soon  afterward  assassinated,  and  the  completion  of  his 
ambitious  project  was  left  to  his  brilliant  young  son,  Alexander. 

Alexander  came  to  the  throne  at  the  age  of  twenty,  and  the 
people  of  Thebes  thought  the  accession  of  so  young  a  man  offered 
a  good  opportunity  to  recover  their  independence.  It  was  a  great 
mistake.  They  found  young  Alexander  more  able,  and  far  more 
ruthless,  than  his  father.  Alexander  quickly  crushed  the  insur¬ 
rection,  destroyed  the  city  of  Thebes,  except  the  temples  and  the 
house  of  the  poet  Pindar,  put  the  men  to  death,  and  sold  the 
women  and  children  into  slavery.  Terrified  by  this  ruthless  act, 
the  other  states  of  Greece  submitted;  and  the  young  king  then 
took  up  his  father’s  plan  for  the  conquest  of  the  Persian  Empire, 
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Organizing  an  army  of  about  35,000  men,  of  whom  some  10,000 
were  Greeks,  he  crossed  the  Hellespont  in  334  b.  c.  It  seems  a 
small  army  with  which  to  invade  the  immense  stretches  of  the 
Persian  Empire,  and  to  contend  with  very  much  larger  armies. 
But  the  Persian  Empire  was  not  so  formidable  as  its  size  would 
indicate.  King  Darius  III  was  a  weakling,  his  armies  were  not 
efficient,  and  many  of  the  peoples  included  in  his  empire  had  no 
attachment  to  it.  The  Greek  cities  of  Asia  Minor,  for  example, 
welcomed  Alexander  as  a  liberator,  so  that  a  single  defeat  of  the 
Persian  armies  was  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  move  on  into 
Syria. 

A  legend  relates  that  in  a  temple  in  Cilicia  there  was  an  intricate 
knot,  of  which  the  oracle  had  said  that  whoever  could  untie  it 
would  become  master  of  the  world.  Confronted  with  this 
“Gordian  knot,”  Alexander  drew  his  sword  and  cut  it  with  a  single 
stroke.  Whether  true  or  false,  the  story  illustrates  Alexander’s 
character:  he  was  too  impatient  to  untie  knots,  he  preferred  to 
cut  them. 

In  a  series  of  swift  marches  and  brilliant  campaigns,  he  first 
captured  the  Phoenician  cities  of  Tyre  and  Sidon,  thus  destroying 
the  chief  bases  of  the  Persian  naval  power;  then  entered  Egypt, 
where  he  met  with  almost  no  resistance,  and  made  himself 
Pharaoh  (king);  then  in  succession  captured  the  Persian  cities  of 
Babylon,  Susa,  Persepolis,  and  Ecbatana.  Thus,  master  of  the 
Persian  Empire,  and  possessed  of  the  hoarded  gold  of  Persian 
kings,  Alexander  sighed  for  more  worlds  to  conquer,  and  moved 
on  into  little-known  India  across  the  Indus  and  as  far  as  the  river 
Hyphasis. 

At  this  point  his  soldiers,  tired  of  long  marches,  and  not  relish¬ 
ing  battles  against  elephants,  refused  to  go  further,  and  Alexander 
was  reluctantly  forced  to  return  to  Babylon.  Having  conquered 
the  civilized  world  in  eight  years,  Alexander  dreamed  of  organizing 
it  in  one  great  empire,  in  which  Macedonians  and  Greeks  should 
be  the  ruling  class,  and  in  which  the  native  civilizations  of  Egypt, 
Babylon,  and  Persia  should  be  regenerated  by  the  spread  of  the 
Greek  language,  of  Greek  customs,  and  of  Greek  art  and  letters, 
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science  and  philosophy.  But,  unfortunately,  before  he  could  even 
begin  this  immense  task,  he  died  of  fever  at  the  age  of  thirty-three 
(323  b.c.). 

Twenty-two  years  after  his  death,  Alexander's  empire  broke  up 
into  several  kingdoms,  some  of  which  were  governed  by  his 
generals  and  their  descendants— the  Ptolemies  in  Egypt,  the  Antig- 
onids  in  Macedonia  and  Greece,  the  Seleucids  in  Syria  and  Baby¬ 
lonia.  Besides  these,  there  was  also  the  kingdom  of  Pergamum  in 
Asia  Minor,  the  kingdom  of  Rhodes,  and  the  kingdom  of  Epirus 
in  northwestern  Greece.  With  some  changes  these  states  lasted 
from  Alexander's  death  until  they  were  conquered  by  the  Romans. 

Alexander’s  desire  to  extend  Greek  culture  throughout  the  east 
was  more  nearly  realized.  The  new  rulers  naturally  employed 
Greeks  in  governmental  offices,  and  Greek  architects  in  building 
new  cities  and  improving  old  ones.  Many  of  them  founded  Greek 
schools,  promoted  Greek  art,  letters,  and  science.  Gradually, 
therefore,  Greeks  became  leaders  in  government,  in  industry  and 
commerce,  in  the  schools  and  in  scholarship.  Greek  became  the 
common  language  of  educated  classes — the  language  of  govern¬ 
ment  and  diplomacy,  of  schools,  of  scholarship,  of  business,  and 
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of  polite  society.  This  gradual  spread  of  Greek  culture  and  of  the 
Greek  language  is  known  as  the  Hellenization  of  the  east,  and  the 
two  centuries  following  Alexander’s  conquest  are  called  the  Hellen¬ 
istic  period  in  Greek  history. 

III.  Greek  Civilization  Spreads  to  the  Peoples  around  the 

Eastern  Mediterranean,  but  the  Greeks  Are  Conquered 
and  Ruled  by  the  Romans 

2.  Hellenistic  civilization.  Greek  culture  could  not  be  spread  out 
over  many  countries  and  imposed  upon  alien  peoples  without 
undergoing  changes.  The  old  political  independence  of  the  city- 
states  was  gone,  and  with  it  something  of  the  old  confidence  and 
heroic  character.  But  there  were  compensations.  The  Hellenistic 
age  was  on  the  whole  a  prosperous  age.  Business  and  commerce 
were  thriving.  Cities  were  larger,  better  planned,  more  beautiful. 
Life  for  the  Greeks  was  easier,  more  luxurious.  The  possession  of 
wealth,  and  contact  with  alien  peoples,  changed  the  Greek  attitude 
towards  life.  Faith  in  the  ancient  gods  disappeared  and  was  re¬ 
placed  by  a  more  skeptical  spirit.  There  were  more  artists  and 
men  of  letters  than  before,  but  on  the  whole  the  quality  of  the 
work  declined.  There  were  many  beautiful  buildings,  but  none 
so  fine  as  the  Parthenon.  Great  tragedies,  such  as  those  of 
Sophocles  and  Euripides,  were  replaced  by  witty  comedies  of  life 
and  manners.  Great  historians,  like  Herodotus  and  Thucydides, 
were  replaced  by  learned  compilers  of  facts.  The  Hellenistic  age 
was  less  an  age  of  original  thought  than  of  scholarship  and  erudi¬ 
tion,  of  science  and  philosophy. 

The  principal  center  of  science  and  scholarship  was  Alexandria 
in  Egypt,  a  new  city  founded  by  Alexander,  where  the  greatest 
library  of  ancient  times  was  collected.  The  chief  scientists  and 
mathematicians  were  Euclid,  Eratosthenes,  and  Archimedes. 
Euclid  (died  about  212  b.c.)  worked  out  theorems  in  plane 
geometry  which  are  still  taught  in  high  schools.  Eratosthenes 
(202  b.  c.),  who  believed  that  the  earth  was  round,  calculated  that 
it  was  about  28,000  miles  in  circumference,  devised  a  system  of 
latitude  and  longitude,  and  made  a  fairly  accurate  map  of  the 
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Courtesy  German  Tourist  Information 

Altar  of  Zeus  at  Pergamum 


This  altar,  built  at  Pergamum,  was  one  of  the  “seven  wonders”  of  the  ancient 
world.  On  the  frieze,  which  was  about  375  feet  long,  the  battle  of  the  gods 
and  giants  is  shown  in  splendid  relief  sculptures.  The  altar  has  been  restored 

in  the  Pergamum  Museum  in  Berlin. 

world  from  India  to  the  British  Isles.  Archimedes  (287-212  b.c.) 
was  the  greatest  of  ancient  mathematicians.  He  wrote  a  treatise 
on  arithmetic,  worked  out  many  theorems  in  higher  mathematics, 
and  is  said  to  have  invented  many  mechanical  devices,  including 
some  that  were  used  in  the  defense  of  Syracuse  against  the 
Romans.  He  boasted  that  if  he  had  a  place  to  rest  his  lever  he 
could  move  the  world.  He  is  said  to  have  discovered  what  is 
known  as  “Archimedes’  principle”  of  finding  specific  gravity. 

The  story  goes  that  Hiero,  king  of  Syracuse,  asked  him  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  a  certain  gold  crown  was  pure  gold.  Having  a  cer¬ 
tain  weight,  the  crown  would  have  less  volume  if  pure  gold  than 
if  part  gold  and  part  silver.  In  his  bath  one  day  Archimedes 
realized  that  any  object  immersed  in  water  would  displace  water 
equal  to  its  own  volume.  By  immersing  the  crown  in  water  he 
could  thus  determine  its  volume  by  measuring  the  water  displaced. 
Knowing  both  its  volume  and  its  weight,  he  could  tell  if  it  was 
pure  gold.  He  was  so  excited  by  this  discovery  that,  without  put- 
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ting  on  his  clothes,  he  ran  through  the  streets  crying  Eureka/— 
"I  have  found  it!”  Such  is  the  story.  When  the  Romans 
captured  Syracuse,  Archimedes  was  drawing  geometrical  figures  in 
the  sand,  and  while  he  was  thus  occupied  a  Roman  soldier,  not 
knowing  who  he  was,  ran  him  through  with  a  sword. 

3.  The  Roman  conquest  of  the  Hellenistic  world,  197-63  B.  C. 
Such  was  the  Hellenistic  world  when  the  Romans  began  their 
conquest  of  it.  It  was  a  world  of  great  wealth,  and  of  a  highly 
developed  civilization  in  art  and  letters,  science  and  philosophy. 
The  Romans,  in  comparison,  were  poor  and  only  partly  civilized, 
except  in  the  arts  of  war  and  government.  How  did  the  Romans 
become  involved  in  the  affairs  of  the  east? 

At  first  the  Romans  had  no  intention  of  making  a  conquest  of 
eastern  countries.  They  wanted  to  make  the  sea  safe  for  trade, 
and  to  prevent  any  one  state  from  becoming  strong  enough  to  be 
a  danger  to  them.  One  of  the  powerful  kings  was  Philip  V  of 
Macedon,  who  had  planned  to  help  the  Carthaginians  in  the 
Second  Punic  War,  and  was  extending  his  power  in  the  Aegean 
and  in  Asia  Minor.  When  the  kings  of  Pergamum  and  of 
Rhodes  asked  aid  of  the  Romans,  the  Romans  sent  an  army 
and  defeated  Philip  at  Cynoscephalae  (197  b.c.).  But  weaken¬ 
ing  Philip  only  encouraged  another  king,  Antiochus  of  Syria,  to 
extend  his  power  in  Greece  after  the  Romans  had  withdrawn  their 
army.  Again  the  Romans  sent  an  army  and  defeated  Antiochus 
at  Magnesia  (190  b.c.).  Small  states  now  regarded  Rome  as  their 
protector  against  larger  ones,  and  they  were  continually  sending 
envoys  to  Rome  to  ask  for  assistance.  The  Romans  decided, 
therefore,  that  they  had  better  either  stay  out  of  the  east  alto¬ 
gether,  or  go  in  permanently  and  dominate  it.  They  decided  to 
dominate  it. 

The  new  policy  began  with  the  second  Macedonian  war  (171 
b.  c.).  After  this  war,  Macedonia  was  first  divided  into  four  dis¬ 
tricts,  in  each  of  which  the  cities  were  allowed  to  govern  them¬ 
selves  under  Roman  protection.  But  when  this  failed  to  restore 
peace,  Macedonia  was  organized  as  a  Roman  province  under  a 
Roman  governor.  Meantime,  many  of  the  Greek  cities  of  the 
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Peloponnesus,  united  in  the  Achaean  League  under  the  lead  of 
Corinth,  resented  Roman  interference  and  attacked  Sparta,  which 
was  under  the  protection  of  Rome.  The  Romans  then  defeated 
the  League,  took  a  hundred  leaders  (including  the  famous  his¬ 
torian  Polybius)  as  hostages,  totally  destroyed  the  city  of  Corinth 
(146  b. c.— the  same  year  that  Carthage  was  destroyed),  and 
carried  off  its  splendid  works  of  art  to  Rome.  This  was  the  end 
of  Greek  resistance  to  Rome.  A  little  later  the  king  of  Pergamum 
died  and,  strangely  enough,  left  a  will  bequeathing  his  kingdom 
to  the  Romans,  who  organized  it  as  the  “province  of  Asia” 
(133  b.c.).  After  the  defeat  of  King  Mithradates  of  Pontus 
(84  b.c.),  eastern  Asia  Minor  was  organized  as  the  province  of 
Cilicia;  and  in  63  b.c.  the  old  Seleucid  kingdom  of  Syria  became 
the  province  of  Syria.  Of  the  kingdoms  established  by  Alex¬ 
ander’s  generals,  only  Egypt  remained,  but  after  the  death  of 
Cleopatra  (30  b.c.)  it  too  became  a  Roman  province. 

Thus  the  Romans  became  the  dominant  power  in  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean.  During  the  next  two  centuries  they  kept  pushing  out  their 
frontier  until,  in  the  time  of  the  Emperor  Trajan  (pp.  167-169) 
the  Roman  Empire  included  all  of  what  was  then  known  as  the 
civilized  world.  What  effect  did  these  extensive  conquests  have 
upon  the  Romans  themselves,  and  upon  their  civilization?  Very 
profound  effects,  which  we  shall  consider  in  the  next  chapter. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  Why  is  it  important  for  us  to  learn  about  the  Romans?  In 
what  ways  were  Romans  different  from  Greeks?  What  did 
the  Romans  do  that  Greeks  had  failed  to  do?  What  did  the 
Romans  learn  from  the  Greeks? 

2.  Why  do  we  know  more  about  the  beginning  of  Rome  than 
the  Romans  ever  knew?  Who  were  the  Latins?  the  Etrus¬ 
cans?  Why  did  the  Romans  have  two  consuls  in  their  repub¬ 
lic?  Why  did  they  provide  for  temporary  dictatorships?  Was 
the  government  of  the  Roman  city-state  similar  in  any  respects 
to  the  government  of  Athens  or  Sparta? 

3.  Do  you  believe  that  the  Romans  conquered  other  peoples  in 
Italy  “from  necessity”?  What  peoples  did  the  Romans  con- 
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quer  in  central  Italy?  Did  Rome  fight  Pyrrhus  “from  neces¬ 
sity”?  Why  did  Romans  nearly  always  win  their  wars? 

4.  Just  what  does  “Divide  and  Rule”  mean?  Why  do  you  sup¬ 
pose  Romans  allowed  other  people  to  have  self-government? 
What  rights  did  each  of  the  four  different  types  of  dependent 
states  have?  What  sort  of  control  did  Rome  have  over  de¬ 
pendent  states? 

5.  What  influences  tended  to  “Romanize”  the  Italian  peoples? 
How  did  roads  help  “Romanization”?  Are  people  who  come 
to  America  “Americanized”  by  the  same  kind  of  influences 
that  “Romanized”  the  peoples  of  Italy? 

6.  Why  were  the  Romans  unprepared  to  fight  Carthage?  How 
did  they  prepare  for  war  with  Carthage?  For  what  did  the 
Romans  admire  Regulus?  What  did  the  Romans  gain  from 
the  defeat  of  Carthage? 

7.  How  did  Carthage  prepare  for  another  war?  Why  was  it 
necessary  for  Hannibal  to  make  such  a  difficult  march  to  Italy? 
Why  was  Hannibal,  who  could  defeat  Roman  armies,  unable 
to  conquer  Rome?  What  did  Rome  gain  from  the  second  war 
with  Carthage?  Did  the  Romans  destroy  Carthage  “from 
necessity”? 

8.  What  explanation  can  you  give  for  the  phenomenal  success  of 
Alexander?  What  did  Alexander  plan  to  do  with  his  empire? 
How  was  it  divided?  How  did  the  region  conquered  by  Alex¬ 
ander  become  a  “land  of  opportunity”  for  Greeks? 

9.  What  do  you  understand  by  “Hellenistic  civilization,”  and 
“Hellenistic  Period”?  In  what  ways  did  other  countries  be¬ 
come  “Hellenized”?  In  what  ways  did  the  Greeks  change  in 
character  and  life  after  they  settled  in  other  countries?  What 
progress  did  Greeks  make  in  science  during  the  Hellenistic 
period? 

10.  Why  did  the  Romans  send  armies  to  Greece?  Why  did  the 
Romans  stay  in  the  east  and  undertake  to  rule  the  Hellenistic 
states?  How  long  did  it  take  the  Romans  to  become  masters 
of  the  Hellenistic  world? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  In  order  to  familiarize  yourself  with  the  facts  of  geography 
needed  to  understand  this  chapter,  fill  in  two  outline  maps. 
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(a)  Indicate  by  shading  and  dates  the  stages  of  Roman  con¬ 
quest  in  Italy  and  around  the  Mediterranean. 

(b)  Trace  the  route  of  Alexander  on  his  march  of  conquest 
and  indicate  the  regions  in  which  the  Hellenistic  king¬ 
doms  were  located. 

Include  on  these  two  maps  all  places  mentioned  in  the 
chapter. 

2.  Prepare  a  report  on  Roman  methods  of  making  war.  Tell  how 
Roman  armies  were  organized;  what  weapons  Roman  soldiers 
used;  how  camps  were  fortified.  Use  an  encyclopedia,  your 
Latin  school  texts,  and  any  other  suitable  books  available. 

3.  If  the  Romans  “Romanized”  Italians,  and  Greeks  “Hellen- 
ized”  the  people  in  the  eastern  countries,  to  what  extent  and 
in  what  ways  would  Romans  “Romanize”  Greeks,  and  Greeks 
“Hellenize”  Romans?  Write  your  conclusion  in  your  note¬ 
book  and  be  prepared  to  correct  or  add  to  it  when  you  study 
the  next  chapter. 

4.  Topics  for  reports:  Everyday  life  in  old  Rome;  Life  in  a 
Hellenistic  city  (Alexandria  or  Antioch);  How  Romans  ruled 
other  peoples;  How  Romans  governed  themselves;  Hellenistic 
science;  Hannibal;  Alexander. 

5.  Write  ten  brief  statements  in  your  notebook  which  will  set 
forth  the  most  important  ideas  found  in  this  chapter. 
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GRAECO-ROMAN  CIVILIZATION  DURING 
THE  EMPIRE,  27  b.c.-180  a.d. 

HOW  THE  ROMANS,  HAVING  CONQUERED  THE  WORLD, 
WERE  IN  TURN  CONQUERED  BY  IT 


Greece,  taken  captive,  took  captive  her  rough  conqueror, 
and  brought  the  arts  to  rustic  Latium.  Horace 

The  conquest  of  the  world  enriched  the  Romans  and  changed 
their  social  and  economic  institutions.  It  introduced  social  and 
political  conflicts  which  ended  in  the  overthrow  of  the  republic  and 
the  establishment  of  an  autocratic  empire,  under  which  the 
Romans  lost  their  control  over  other  people,  and  all  free  men 
through  the  empire  became  Roman  citizens.  Contact  with  the 
east  made  the  Romans  acquainted  with  Greek  art  and  literature, 
science  and  philosophy,  and  so  Greek  culture  was  spread  through¬ 
out  the  Roman  world.  These  are  the  principal  ways  in  which  the 
Romans,  having  conquered  the  world,  were  in  turn  conquered 
by  it. 

I.  How  the  Republic  Was  Overthrown  by  Military 

Dictators 

How  the  Roman  conquests  brought  wealth  to  Rome,  enriching  the 
few  and  impoverishing  the  many.  The  immediate  effect  of  Roman 
conquests  was  that  wealth  poured  into  Rome  and  Italy.  With 
the  conquest  of  Carthage,  control  of  commerce  in  the  west  gradu¬ 
ally  passed  to  the  Romans;  the  rich  agricultural  estates  of  the 
Carthaginians  were  taken  over  by  Romans;  and  the  silver  mines 
of  Spain,  one  of  which  employed  40,000  miners,  brought  a  great 
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revenue  to  the  Roman  government.  But  it  was  chiefly  from  the 
rich  provinces  of  the  east  that  the  greatest  wealth  was  drawn.  It 
was  derived  partly  from  trade  (Roman  business  men  followed  the 
armies  and  became  leading  and  favored  merchants  in  the  con¬ 
quered  countries);  partly  from  sums  of  money  collected  from 
conquered  states;  partly  from  such  booty  as  gold  and  silver,  works 
of  art,  and  captive  slaves  which  were  brought  by  victorious  armies 
to  Rome. 

It  is  estimated  that,  during  the  wars  of  the  second  century,  the 
money  and  booty  taken  from  the  east  amounted  to  about  $60,- 
000,000.  But  more  enriching  to  Rome  than  either  of  these  were 
the  crushing  taxes  imposed  on  conquered  peoples.  For  more  than 
a  century  the  conquered  provinces  were  squeezed  dry  of  their 
wealth  for  the  benefit  of  the  Roman  treasury  and  the  enrichment 
of  the  ruling  classes  at  Rome. 

To  understand  how  this  system  of  exploitation  worked,  we  must 
note  a  few  things  about  Roman  society  and  government  in  the  last 
century  of  the  republic.  The  old  distinction  between  plebs  and 
patricians  (see  p.  134)  had  disappeared.  The  plebs,  after  many 
desperate  struggles,  had  acquired  the  right  to  vote  and  to  hold 
office  (287  b.c.),  and  much  later,  as  a  result  of  the  “Social  War/’ 
the  rights  of  citizenship  were  extended  to  the  Italian  allies  (88 
b.c.).  Thus  in  theory  the  republic  was  a  government  by  all  the 
citizens.  But  in  theory  only.  Citizens  could  vote  only  in  Rome: 
the  principle  of  sending  “representatives”  was  not  adopted.  Con¬ 
sequently,  if  citizens  who  lived  outside  the  city  did  not  come  in 
to  vote  in  sufficient  numbers,  elections  were  decided  by  citizens 
living  in  Rome.  These  were  mostly  poor,  or  even  destitute,  for 
many  of  them  had  drifted  into  Rome  because  they  had  fallen  into 
debt  and  rich  Romans  had  taken  their  farms.  Such  poor  people 
were  likely  to  vote  for  those  leaders  who  promised  to  provide  them 
cheap  grain,  and  to  amuse  them  with  free  games  and  gladiatorial 
exhibitions. 

The  result  was  that  elections  were  controlled  and  offices  mostly 
held  by  a  few  aristocratic  families  (descendants  of  the  old  patrician 
families,  together  with  a  few  “new-rich”  families),  at  the  price  of 
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Painting  by  E.  Forti  Courtesy  of  Signora  Forti 

Rounding  the  Turn 

This  race  is  represented  as  taking  place  in  the  Circus  Maximus  at  Rome. 
The  chariots  are  making  the  dangerous  turn  at  the  end  of  the  barrier,  having 
completed  three  of  the  seven  laps  that  made  up  the  race. 

“bread  and  circuses’"  (panem  et  circenses )  for  impoverished 
Romans.  These  families  constituted  a  new  nobility,  and  were  the 
real  rulers  of  Rome  and  the  empire. 

Next  in  rank  were  the  families  of  the  Equestrian  Order  (the 
“Knights”).  They  were  not  knights  in  our  sense  of  the  word, 
but  business  men,  bankers,  financiers — in  short,  capitalists.  They 
loaned  money,  speculated  in  grain  and  other  commodities,  or¬ 
ganized  corporations  for  handling  state  contracts  for  constructing 
public  buildings  and  roads,  and  more  especially  for  collecting 
government  taxes. 

These  two  classes,  sharply  distinguished  from  the  slaves  and 
the  mass  of  citizens,  were  the  people  who  benefited  from  im¬ 
perial  conquest  and  took  the  wealth  that  came  from  the  provinces. 

The  method  by  which  the  provinces  were  governed  was  a 
simple  one.  When  a  province  was  organized,  cities  were  for  the 
most  part  allowed  to  keep  their  local  government,  but  the  province 
as  a  whole  was  under  the  supervision  of  a  governor  appointed  by 
the  Roman  Senate  from  its  own  members.  The  governor  was 
given  a  military  force,  and  his  business  was  to  keep  order,  settle 
disputes  between  cities,  and  see  that  taxes  were  collected. 
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Taxes  were  very  heavy — a  tenth  of  the  produce  of  the  soil,  a 
twentieth  of  merchandise  in  the  ports,  harbor  dues,  a  tax  on  pas¬ 
ture  land.  Taxes  were  not  collected  directly  by  the  Roman 
government,  but  were  "farmed  out”  to  some  Roman  financier  or 
corporation  of  the  Equestrian  Order,  who  paid  the  government 
a  lump  sum  for  the  privilege  of  collecting  them.  The  contract 
usually  ran  for  five  years,  and,  as  they  collected  much  more  than 
the  government  demanded,  tax  collectors  expected  to  make  a 
fortune  out  of  the  province  in  that  time.  To  enforce  the  collec¬ 
tion  of  taxes,  collectors  had  to  rely  upon  the  governor  and  his 
soldiers,  and  for  this  service  the  governor,  who  received  no  salary, 
usually  expected  to  be  paid  well  by  the  tax  collectors,  or  else  some 
cities  might  pay  him  well  to  keep  the  tax  collectors  in  check. 
In  any  case,  the  governor  expected  to  make  a  fortune  out  of  the 
province  in  one  or  two  terms  of  office.  If  cities  had  no  money 
to  pay,  they  could  borrow  from  the  tax  collectors  at  about  forty 
per  cent  interest. 

Thus,  for  more  than  a  century,  the  provinces,  the  eastern  prov¬ 
inces  especially,  were  squeezed  dry  of  their  wealth  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Roman  treasury  and  the  enrichment  of  governors  and  tax 
collectors.  There  were  laws  against  extortion,  and  the  provincial 
cities  could  appeal  for  justice  and  protection  to  the  Roman 
Senate;  but  such  appeals  were  usually  futile  because  the  Senate 
hesitated  to  condemn  a  corrupt  governor  who  belonged  to  their 
order,  and  who  had  done  no  more  than  many  of  them  had  done, 
or  expected  to  do.  The  truth  is  that  the  ruling  classes  at  Rome 
regarded  the  provinces  as  their  possessions,  to  be  used  for  their 
profit.  If  on  occasion  they  relaxed  their  severity,  it  was  from 
prudence,  not  from  humanity:  it  was  not  good  business  to  ruin 
the  provinces  altogether.  The  system  of  extortion  was  so  much 
taken  for  granted  that  even  Brutus,  "the  noblest  Roman  of  them 
all,”  saw  nothing  wrong  in  it;  and  Cicero  astonished  his  friends 
by  suggesting  that  the  provinces  should  be  governed  in  their  own 
interest  rather  than  for  the  enrichment  of  Romans. 

The  general  result  of  exploitation  of  the  provinces  was  to  make 
a  few  Roman  families  very  rich  and  most  of  the  others  very  poor. 


Roman  Youth  Driving  through  the  Streets  of  Pompeii 
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At  the  bottom  of  the  social  scale  were  the  slaves.  Above  them 
were  the  free  citizens;  a  few  moderately  well-to-do,  the  great 
majority  impoverished,  or  even  destitute,  living  in  part  on  grain 
supplied  by  the  state.  Separated  from  the  mass  of  the  citizens, 
living  in  another  world  altogether,  were  the  rich  and  influential 
Romans  who  controlled  the  government  and  ruled  the  empire. 
The  private  fortunes  accumulated  by  this  class  were  often  enor- 9 
mous.  Cicero  was  not  considered  a  very  rich  man,  but  he  had 
several  splendid  country  houses,  lived  luxuriously,  and  gave  to 
his  son,  while  he  was  studying  at  Athens,  an  annual  allowance  of 
$3200.  Caesar,  as  a  young  man,  could  contract  debts  amounting 
to  a  million  dollars  without  being  greatly  alarmed  because  he  ex¬ 
pected  to  pay  it  all  back  with  the  spoils  of  politics.  Octavius 
accumulated  a  fortune  which  enabled  him,  when  he  became  em¬ 
peror,  to  give  to  the  Roman  treasury  and  to  the  Italian  cities 
about  $30,000,000. 

What  did  the  rich  Roman  oligarchs  do  with  the  money  taken 
from  the  provinces?  With  the  revenues  of  the  government  they 
constructed  roads  and  buildings  in  Rome  and  Italy  and  in  the 
provinces,  and  spent  great  sums  in  feeding  the  people  in  Rome 
and  also  providing  them  games  and  gladiatorial  exhibitions  free 
of  cost.  With  their  private  fortunes  they  bought  great  estates 
in  Italy  and  Africa,  and  thousands  of  slaves  to  work  them,  thus 
ruining  many  small  farmers  who  could  not  compete  with  such 
large-scale  farming  carried  on  by  cheap  slave  labor.  They  built 
splendid  houses  in  Rome  and  in  the  country,  and  employed 
famous  artists  to  decorate  them  with  frescoes  and  statuary.  They 
lived  luxuriously,  entertained  lavishly,  travelled  much  and  expen¬ 
sively,  surrounded  themselves  with  retinues  of  followers,  “clients/’ 
for  protection  or  display,  and,  if  they  had  political  ambitions, 
spent  great  sums  in  public  games  and  amusements  for  the  people 
in  order  to  win  their  votes  in  the  elections. 

The  Roman  writer,  Pliny,  says  that  the  booty  brought  from 
Asia  by  Scipio  in  189  b.c.  introduced  luxury  into  Rome.  In  con¬ 
quering  the  world,  Romans  lost  the  simple  virtues  and  simple 
ways  of  living  of  an  earlier  time,  and  abandoned  the  relatively 
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wise  and  just  methods  of  government  formerly  followed.  Cato, 
“the  censor/7  became  famous  by  constantly  deploring  the  decline 
of  morals  in  private  life  and  the  shameless  corruption  in  public 
life.  But  in  vain.  The  Roman  republic  was  now  a  republic  in 
name  only.  It  was,  in  fact,  a  political  machine  controlled  by  a 
limited  and  arrogant  oligarchy  that  impoverished  the  mass  of  citi¬ 
zens  of  Italy,  and  exploited  for  its  own  advantage  the  world  which 
they  had  conquered. 

Such  a  system  could  not  last  forever,  and  we  must  now  see 
how  the  greed  of  Roman  oligarchs  destroyed  the  very  republic 
which  sustained  them. 

How  conflicts  between  rich  and  poor  destroyed  the  Republic, 
133-27  B.  C.  The  concentration  of  wealth  and  also  of  political 
power  in  the  hands  of  a  corrupt  oligarchy  naturally  gave  rise 
to  conflict  between  rich  and  poor — a  century  of  conflict  between 
the  popular  party  which  worked  through  the  people's  assembly 
( comitia )  and  the  Senatorial  party  which  worked  through  the 
Senate.  The  first  important  leaders  of  the  people  were  the 
brothers,  Tiberius  and  Gaius  Gracchus.  They  tried  to  pass  laws 
to  limit  the  landed  possessions  of  the  rich,  to  distribute  among 
the  poor  the  public  land  which  the  rich  had  been  using,  and 
to  extend  the  rights  of  citizenship  to  some  of  the  dependent 
cities  in  Italy.  Their  efforts  were  defeated  by  the  lawless  violence 
of  the  rich.  Tiberius  was  assassinated  in  the  Forum  by  a  band  of 
aristocrats,  and  the  reforms  of  Gaius  led  to  a  riot  in  which  some 
hundreds  of  his  followers  were  killed.  Gaius  himself,  in  despair, 
committed  suicide.  These  events  occurred  between  133  b.c.  and 
121  b.  c. 

The  people  soon  found  another  leader  in  Marius,  a  man  of 
plebeian  birth,  who  won  fame  as  a  military  leader  by  driving  back 
the  barbarian  Teutons  and  Cimbri  in  the  north.  His  chief  reform 
was  military.  Hitherto  the  armies  had  been  recruited  by  con¬ 
scription.  Marius  called  for  volunteers.  Poor  men  in  Rome  and 
Italy  volunteered  because  they  expected  to  be  given  a  bonus  in 
land  after  their  terms  of  service  (sixteen  years)  were  over.  This 
reform  was  of  the  greatest  importance,  because  henceforth  the 
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A  Roman  Farmer 

The  original  of  this  relief  in  marbles  dates  from  about  200  b.  c.  The  farmer, 
on  his  way  to  market,  stops  to  let  the  cow  drink  at  a  fountain.  He  carries 
two  ducks  on  a  stick  over  his  shoulder. 

soldiers  were  more  loyal  to  their  leader  than  to  the  government. 
The  soldiers  did  not  trust  the  selfish  ruling  aristocracy.  They 
knew  that  they  had  to  depend  on  their  leaders,  under  whom  they 
had  enlisted  and  fought,  to  make  the  government  give  them  the 
bonus  in  land  which  they  had  been  promised.  From  the  time  of 
Marius,  therefore,  power  passed  gradually  from  the  Senate  and  the 
people’s  assembly  to  the  successful  leaders  of  the  army,  and  for  a 
hundred  years  the  political  history  of  Rome  centers  in  civil  wars 
between  successful  generals  for  control  of  the  state. 

When  Marius  retired,  one  of  his  subordinates,  Cornelius  Sulla, 
acquired  fame  by  ending  the  “Social  War”  (pp.  139,  158),  and  was 
appointed  by  the  Senate  to  conduct  the  war  against  Mithradates 
in  the  east  (see  p.  152).  But  the  people’s  assembly,  disliking  the 
aristocrat  Sulla,  transferred  command  to  Marius,  whereupon  Sulla 
'  brought  his  army  to  Rome  and  forced  Marius  into  exile.  After 
Sulla  departed  to  the  east,  Marius  raised  an  army,  captured  Rome, 
and,  after  killing  many  of  his  enemies  and  taking  their  property, 
was  elected  consul  for  the  seventh  time.  Then  Sulla,  returning 
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from  the  east,  took  Rome,  had  himself  proclaimed  dictator,  mas¬ 
sacred  several  thousand  of  his  enemies,  took  their  property,  and 
greatly  reduced  the  powers  of  the  people's  assembly  (88-80  b.  c.). 
These  events  made  it  clear  that  orderly  government  had  given 
way  to  military  anarchy. 

After  the  death  of  Sulla,  two  men  contended  for  military  power 
and  control  of  the  state.  These  were  Cornelius  Pompey  and 
Julius  Caesar.  Pompey  acquired  fame  by  military  victories  in 
Spain,  and  by  helping  to  suppress  the  dangerous  uprising  of  slaves 
led  by  the  gladiator  Spartacus.  He  joined  the  popular  party  and 
helped  to  increase  the  power  of  the  people’s  assembly.  He  was 
then  sent  to  the  east,  where  he  ended  the  war  against  Mithradates, 
and  conquered  the  old  Seleucid  kingdom  of  Syria  (63  b.c.). 

When  Pompey  returned  to  Rome,  the  Senate  refused  to  grant 
lands  to  his  disbanded  soldiers.  In  order  to  force  the  hand  of 
the  Senate,  he  then  entered  into  a  political  deal  with  two  other 
men— Crassus,  who  wanted  to  further  his  financial  schemes,  and 
Julius  Caesar,  who  wanted  to  be  elected  consul  and  then  be  ap¬ 
pointed  governor  of  Gaul.  This  union  of  three  men  (tres  viri) 
is  known  as  the  First  Triumvirate.  Each  of  the  three  got  what  he 
wanted,  but  it  was  a  bad  bargain  for  Pompey  in  the  long  run. 
In  helping  Caesar  to  become  governor  of  Gaul,  he  was  playing 
into  the  hand  of  the  greatest  political  and  military  genius  of 
Roman  times. 

Gaius  Julius  Caesar  (102-44  b.c.)  was  an  aristocrat  by  birth 
(nephew  of  Marius),  but  he  recognized  that  a  selfish  oligarchy 
could  no  longer  rule  the  empire,  and  that  continued  civil  war 
would  disrupt  it.  What  was  needed  was  a  man  strong  enough 
to  end  the  civil  wars  and  rule  the  empire  for  the  benefit  of  all, 
instead  of  for  the  enrichment  of  a  class.  He  doubtless  hoped 
that  he  would  be  that  man,  and  in  any  case  he  knew  that  the 
first  step  was  to  acquire  command  of  a  good  army.  That  is  why 
he  wanted  to  be  governor  of  Gaul. 

Caesar  remained  in  Gaul  for  nine  years  (58-49  b.c.).  By  a 
series  of  brilliant  campaigns  he  subjected  the  entire  country,  made 
two  expeditions  into  Germany  and  twice  crossed  the  English 
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Channel  into  Britain.  He  wrote  an  account  of  his  campaigns, 
entitled  Commentaries  on  the  Gallic  War  (known  to  high  school 
students  as  “Caesar” )  which  is  a  model  of 
swift,  terse,  and  precise  writing.  Command¬ 
ing  the  best  army,  he  was  the  hero  of  the 
people  at  Rome,  but  was  feared  by  Pompey 
and  the  Senate. 

Wishing  to  deprive  him  of  his  power,  the 
Senate  passed  a  law  requiring  him  to  give 
up  command  of  the  army  and  come  to 
Rome  as  a  private  citizen.  Caesar  agreed  to 
do  this  if  Pompey  would  give  up  command 
of  his  army  also.  The  Senate  then  declared 
that,  unless  Caesar  gave  up  his  command 
without  conditions,  he  would  be  regarded  as 
an  outlaw.  Caesar  replied  by  “crossing  the 
Rubicon”  with  a  small  army.  Since  the  Rubicon  was  the  bound¬ 
ary  of  Gaul,  outside  of  which  he  had  no  legal  authority,  this  act 
made  Caesar  an  outlaw.  He  must  now  win  or  lose  by  force  of 
arms. 

As  Caesar  marched  on  Rome,  Pompey  and  the  Senatorial 
leaders  retired  to  the  east  in  order  to  raise  a  more  effective  army. 
The  next  year  Caesar  followed,  and  at  the  Battle  of  Pharsalus 
(48  b.  c.)  won  a  decisive  victory  against  Pompey,  who  fled  to 
Egypt,  where  he  was  killed.  During  the  next  two  years  Caesar 
established  Roman  authority  in  Egypt  (where  Cleopatra  was 
reigning),  restored  order  in  Syria  and  Asia  Minor,  and  defeated 
the  remnants  of  Pompey’s  followers  in  Africa  and  Spain.  He 
then  returned  in  triumph  to  Rome,  where  he  was  made  dictator 
for  life  (45  b,c.).  The  next  year  he  was  assassinated  in  the 
Senate  chamber  by  a  group  of  Republican  patriots,  under  the 
lead  of  Marcus  Brutus,  who  believed  that  by  killing  the  “tyrant” 
they  could  restore  ancient  Roman  liberties. 

Even  within  the  few  years  of  his  power,  Caesar  accom¬ 
plished  many  reforms.  He  extended  rights  of  citizenship  to 
several  provinces,  improved  the  administration  of  justice,  abolished 
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imprisonment  for  debt  and  removed  some  of  the  burdens  of  the 
debtor  class,  and  began  to  settle  poor  people  on  lands  of  their 

own  in  the  provinces.  With  the 
aid  of  Greek  scientists,  he  estab¬ 
lished  the  Julian  calendar,  which, 
except  for  a  slight  correction 
made  by  Pope  Gregory  XIII  in 
the  sixteenth  century,  is  the  one 
we  now  use.  He  made  plans  for 
a  codification  or  clearer  arrange¬ 
ment  of  Roman  law,  and  had  he 
lived  would  probably  have  abol¬ 
ished  corrupt  methods  of  gov¬ 
erning  provinces  and  equalized 
rights  and  privileges  throughout 
the  empire. 

The  assassination  of  Caesar 
was  a  mistake  from  every  point 
of  view.  It  failed  to  restore 
Republican  liberties,  and,  by 
starting  another  civil  war,  only 
postponed  for  sixteen  years  the 
reforms  that  Caesar  began.  To 
avenge  the  death  of  Caesar  and  succeed  to  his  position,  the 
Second  Triumvirate  was  formed  by  Octavian,  a  nephew  of  Caesar, 
Lepidus,  one  of  his  officers,  and  Mark  Antony,  an  able  politician. 
Brutus  and  his  aristocratic  followers,  finding  that  the  Romans 
did  not  rally  to  their  side,  retired  to  Macedonia,  where  they  were 
decisively  defeated  by  Octavian  and  Antony  at  the  Battle  of 
Philippi  (42  b.  c.). 

The  Triumvirate  then  divided  the  empire  between  them,  but  a 
succession  of  disputes  ended  in  a  final  war  between  Octavian  and 
Antony.  Antony  was  defeated  and  committed  suicide  (Battle 
of  Actium,  31  b.  c.).  Octavian  was  now  master  of  the  empire. 
He  did  not  abolish  the  institutions  of  the  Republic,  but  ruled  by 
holding  the  important  offices  and  retaining  command  of  the 
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A  beautiful  cameo  of  the  emperor 
Augustus  is  in  the  British  Museum. 
The  emperor  wears  a  tiara  of  gold 
and  precious  stones  and  a  rosette 
which  bears  a  head  of  Medusa. 
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army.  In  27  b.  c.  he  made  a  grand  gesture  by  resigning  all  of  his 
offices.  The  Senate,  well  knowing  that  it  could  not  command 
the  allegiance  of  the  army,  at  once  conferred  upon  Octavian  the 
title  of  Princeps  (chief  citizen)  and  Augustus  Caesar,  and  made 
him  governor  of  the  outer  provinces,  which  carried  with  it  com¬ 
mand  of  the  armies  stationed  there. 

Thus,  Octavian,  called  Augustus  Caesar,  Princeps,  Imperator, 
continued  to  rule.  Curiously  enough,  the  year  27  b.  c.,  when  Oc¬ 
tavian  resigned  all  his  power,  is  the  date  commonly  taken  as  the 
end  of  the  republic  and  the  beginning  of  the  “principate”  (from 
princeps),  or  empire  (from  imperator) .  The  republic,  we  might 
say,  had  been  forced  to  take  the  princeps  into  partnership  for  the 
business  of  governing  the  empire.  As  time  went  on,  the  Republi¬ 
can  government  of  Rome  steadily  lost  influence,  and  the  emperors 
did  more  and  more  of  the  work  of  ruling  the  empire  until  at  last 
they  gave  up  all  pretense  of  partnership  and  became  absolute 
monarchs. 

II.  The  Roman  Empire  at  its  best:  Two  Centuries  of 

Peace  and  Prosperity 

The  Roman  Peace:  How  the  Emperors  established  peace  and 
prosperity  in  the  world,  27  B.  C.-I80  A.  D.  The  first  Emperors — 
Augustus,  Tiberius,  Caligula,  Claudius,  Nero — were  known  as 
“Julian  emperors”  (27  b.  C.-69  a.d.).  They  were  followed  by  the 
“Flavians”— Vespasian,  Titus,  Domitian  (69-96  a.d.).  Then 
came  the  “Antonines” — Nerva,  Trajan,  Pladrian,  Antoninus  Pius, 
Marcus  Aurelius  (96-180).  The  last  five  were  called  “the  five 
good  emperors.”  But,  in  fact,  all  of  these  emperors  except 
Caligula,  Nero,  and  Domitian  were  “good”  in  the  sense  that  they 
did  a  good  job  of  governing  a  great  empire. 

Among  other  things,  they  greatly  extended  the  empire.  Julius 
Caesar  had  conquered  Gaul  (France)  up  to  the  Rhine;  but  his 
project  for  conquering  Britain  (England)  was  not  carried  out 
until  the  reigns  of  the  Emperors  Claudius  and  Nero.  The  old 
Roman  Wall,  built  to  guard  the  frontier  against  the  Piets  and 
Scots,  is  still  standing  in  part.  The  Emperor  Trajan  (98-117) 
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Crossing  the.  Danube 

Part  of  Trajan’s  army  is  shown  crossing  the  Danube  over  a  pontoon  bridge. 
The  exploits  of  Trajan  are  depicted  in  relief  on  the  column  in  Rome  which 

is  called  “Trajan’s  Column.” 

added  the  province  of  Dacia,  north  of  the  Danube,  and  the 
provinces  of  Mesopotamia  and  Armenia,  east  of  the  Tigris  and 
Euphrates.  But  his  successor,  Hadrian,  finding  it  too  difficult  to 
defend  these  remote  provinces,  abandoned  them.  Even  so,  the 
empire  included  all  the  countries  around  the  Mediterranean:  its 
permanent  frontiers  were  the  Tigris  and  Euphrates  Rivers  in  the 
east,  the  Sahara  Desert  in  Africa,  the  Atlantic  on  the  west,  the 
Roman  Wall  in  Scotland,  the  Rhine  and  the  Danube  Rivers  in 
Europe.  It  was  a  “world  empire”  in  the  sense  that  it  included 
nearly  all  of  what  was  then  known  as  the  civilized  world. 

One  of  the  best  things  the  emperors  did  was  to  end  civil  wars 
within  this  immense  empire.  Except  for  a  short  period  between 
the  reigns  of  Nero  and  Vespasian,  the  only  fighting  was  on  re¬ 
mote  frontiers.  For  two  hundred  years  the  people  of  the  empire 
saw  little  of  the  army,  and  experienced  none  of  the  evils  of  war. 
Never  before  or  since  has  there  been,  over  so  large  a  part  of  the 
civilized  world,  anything  like  so  long  a  time  of  continuing  peace 
and  orderly  government.  The  Romans  called  it  the  “Roman 
Peace”  (pax  Romana),  and  thought  of  it,  as  well  they  might,  as 
one  of  their  greatest  achievements.  More  than  anything  else  the 
pax  Romana  made  the  empire  and  the  emperors  popular.  Only 
a  few  old  Roman  families  regretted  the  passing  of  the  republic. 
For  the  great  majority  of  the  people,  in  Italy  and  the  provinces, 
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the  republic  had  meant  civil  war  and  merciless  taxation;  the  em¬ 
pire  meant  peace  and  good  times. 

The  emperors  not  only  established  peace  in  the  empire;  they 
also  improved  the  government  of  it.  Governors  of  the  provinces 
were  appointed  by  the  emperors.  They  were  usually  men  of 
ability,  and  they  were  held  to  strict  account  for  their  conduct  in 
office.  Imperial  taxes  were  heavy,  but  more  just  than  under  the 
republic;  and,  although  they  were  still  sometimes  “farmed  out/' 
tax  collectors  were  not  permitted  to  make  private  fortunes  out  of 
the  business.  Aside  from  keeping  order,  collecting  taxes,  and 
administering  justice  in  certain  cases,  the  emperors  allowed  the 
people  in  the  provinces  to  govern  themselves.  They  were  en¬ 
couraged  to  establish  local  governments  in  the  cities,  modeled 
upon  the  old  city  government  of  Rome. 

With  peace  and  orderly  government,  the  provincial  cities  once 
more  became  prosperous.  Not  everyone  benefited  equally  by  the 
increased  wealth;  in  cities  and  on  farms  there  were  many  slaves 
and  poor  workers.  But  wealth  was  no  longer  concentrated  in  the 
hands  of  a  few  rich  families  in  Rome  and  Italy.  In  all  the  pro¬ 
vincial  cities  there  was  a  class  of  educated  and  fairly  wealthy  land- 
owners  and  business  men,  who  constituted  a  little  local  aristoc¬ 
racy.  They  derived  the  chief  benefit  from  peace  and  increasing 
prosperity,  and  they  held  local  offices  and  managed  the  affairs 
of  the  city.  The  empire  was  thus  a  kind  of  “federation”  of  self- 
governing  cities,  supervised  and  protected  by  the  imperial  govern¬ 
ment  at  Rome. 

During  the  first  two  centuries  of  the  empire,  life  in  one  city 
tended  to  become  more  and  more  like  life  in  the  other  cities. 
The  rights  of  Roman  citizenship  were  gradually  extended  until, 
in  212  a.  d.,  all  free  men  in  the  empire  had  the  same  legal  rights. 
A  Roman  citizen  could  travel  from  London  to  Marseille  to  Rome, 
to  Athens  to  Alexandria  to  Babylon,  without  feeling  that  he  was 
in  a  foreign  country.  Wherever  he  went,  he  was  a  Roman  citizen 
among  Roman  citizens,  living  under  Roman  laws  and  enjoying 
the  benefits  of  that  civilization  which  Romans  had  given  to  the 
world. 


Photo  by  James  Sawders 

The  Arch  of  Titus 


This  arch  records  the  triumph  of  Titus  and  Vespasian  in  Palestine.  Titus, 
son  of  Vespasian,  succeeded  his  father  as  emperor.  His  reign  was  peaceful 
and  prosperous,  marred  only  by  the  destruction  of  Pompeii  in  79  a.  d. 
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The  great  English  historian,  Edward  Gibbon,  has  said  that  the 
Age  of  the  Antonines  (96-180)  was  the  “period  in  the  history  of 
the  world,  during  which  the  condition  of  the  human  race  was 
most  happy  and  prosperous/’  Whether  or  not  this  is  true,  it  is 
true  that  during  this  period  Graeco-Roman  civilization  was  at  its 
best.  We  must  now  learn  something  about  this  Graeco-Roman 
civilization,  from  which  our  own  civilization  has  derived  so  much. 

Extent  of  the  Roman  Empire,  its  population,  its  cities,  and  the 
roads  that  connected  them.  In  the  second  century  the  Roman 
Empire  was  about  as  large  as  the  United  States.  From  the  map 
(p.  849)  you  can  see  what  modern  countries  it  included.  How 
many  people  lived  in  the  empire  is  not  known  for  certain;  the 
best  guess  is  about  60,000,000 — about  half  as  many  as  live  in  the 
United  States. 

The  people  mostly  lived  in  cities,  many  of  which  were  only 
small  towns.  Rome  was  the  only  city  which  even  approached  in 
size  the  great  cities  of  today;  it  had  a  population  of  nearly  a 
million.  Alexandria,  next  in  size,  had  a  population  of  perhaps 
500,000;  Antioch,  something  less.  In  the  east  there  were  many 
quite  large  cities;  in  the  west,  not  so  many.  But,  in  all  parts  of 
the  empire,  there  were  cities  of  importance  which  have  had  a  con¬ 
tinuous  existence  to  our  own  time,  although  in  some  cases  their 
names  have  changed.  In  Britain — York,  London,  Bath,  Chester. 
In  Gaul — Boulogne,  Reims,  Bordeaux,  Lyon,  Marseille.  In  Spain 
— Toledo,  Cordova,  Barcelona.  In  Italy — Milan,  Florence,  Ra¬ 
venna,  Rome,  Naples.  In  Greece  and  Asia— the  cities  we  are 
already  familiar  with.  We  are  thus  to  think  of  the  Roman  Em¬ 
pire  as  a  network  of  cities — in  all,  perhaps,  five  thousand.  Never 
until  modern  times  have  so  many  people  lived  in  cities. 

Nor  ever  until  modern  times  (perhaps  not  even  then)  were 
cities  so  well  built,  so  well  kept,  or  adorned  with  such  beautiful 
public  and  private  buildings.  Many  of  the  emperors,  Hadrian 
especially,  spent  great  sums  in  erecting  monuments,  public  build¬ 
ings,  and  roads  to  connect  the  cities.  In  the  larger  cities  wealthy 
citizens  took  pride  in  giving  money  to  make  their  cities  as  fine 
as  possible.  Since  Rome  was  the  capital,  provincial  cities  tended 
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A  Roman  Aqueduct,  the  Pont  du  Gard 

This  aqueduct  over  the  river  Gard  near  Nimes,  France,  stands  as  a  monument 

to  Roman  skill  in  construction. 


to  become  like  Rome — just  as  cities  in  the  United  States  build 
skyscrapers  in  imitation  of  those  in  New  York.  Thus,  the  cities 
tended  to  resemble  Rome  and  also  each  other.  A  traveler  going 
from  Britain  through  Gaul  to  Italy,  and  the  east  would  find  some 
cities  larger  than  others,  and  there  would  be  other  differences 
between  them;  but  the  differences  would  not  be  so  striking  as 
today.  In  all  of  them  he  would  see  much  the  same  kind  of 
buildings— theaters,  public  baths,  coliseums,  aqueducts,  private 
villas;  and  all  in  much  the  same  Graeco-Roman  style  of  architec¬ 
ture  with  which  he  was  familiar  at  home. 

The  traveler  would  make  his  journey  with  greater  speed  and 
convenience  and  on  better  roads  than  at  any  time  before  or  since 
until  the  nineteenth  century.  He  would  not  cross  any  foreign 
frontiers.  He  would  need  no  passport.  He  would  not  be  an¬ 
noyed  by  having  his  baggage  inspected,  or  have  any  customs  duties 
to  pay.  He  would  travel  on  roads  very  much  like  the  main  high¬ 
ways  of  today.  As  the  Romans  extended  their  empire,  they  built 
the  same  kind  of  roads  as  in  Italy  (p.  139),  not  so  much  for  the 
convenience  of  travelers  as  for  political  and  military  purposes. 
Along  the  principal  roads  milestones  were  erected,  and  every  five 
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or  six  miles  stations  were  placed  where  fresh  horses  could  be 
obtained. 

An  official  messenger  could  thus  leave  Rome  and  reach  the 
Roman  Wall  on  the  border  of  Scotland  in  about  18  days.  The 
journey  would  take  him  through  Milan,  Lyon,  Reims,  Boulogne, 
London,  and  York.  From  the  Great  Wall  to  Alexandria,  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  about  4,000  Roman  miles,  would  take  about  40  days. 
Of  course,  this  seems  a  long  time  to  us,  but  when  horses  were  the 
only  “speed  demons”  it  was  impossible  to  travel  faster.  Never 
again  until  the  nineteenth  century  was  it  possible  to  travel  as 
fast  as  the  Romans  travelled.  To  reduce  the  time  required,  the 
Romans  built  their  roads  as  straight  as  possible — cutting  through 
hills  and  throwing  immense  bridges  across  deep  ravines.  These 
roads  were  so  well  constructed  that  the  foundations  of  many  of 
them  still  exist.  In  England,  France,  Spain,  Italy,  you  can  still 
drive  your  motor  car  over  these  straight  Roman  roads;  the  only 
new  thing  about  them  is  the  macadam  or  concrete  surface. 

Social  classes  in  the  Roman  Empire:  Slaves,  free  laborers,  and  the 
"upper  classes."  1.  Slaves.  In  all  ancient  countries  slavery  was 
an  established  institution.  Few  people  thought  it  more  wrong  to 
own  human  beings  than  to  own  horses  and  cattle.  There  were 
regular  markets  where  slaves  were  bought  and  sold.  The  most 
famous  of  these,  perhaps,  was  on  the  Island  of  Delos  where, 
according  to  Strabo,  as  many  as  ten  thousand  slaves  were  some¬ 
times  sold  in  a  single  day. 

In  the  time  of  the  republic  slaves  were  plentiful  and  cheap, 
because  it  was  the  custom  to  sell  people  taken  captive  in  war. 
After  the  conquest  of  Macedonia  by  Aemilius  Paulus,  the  Senate 
ordered  him  to  put  up  for  sale  150,000  inhabitants  of  Epirus. 
After  the  victories  of  Marius,  the  same  number  of  Teutons  and 
Cimbri  were  sold.  Caesar  tells  us  that,  after  one  of  his  victories, 
he  sold  53,000  captured  soldiers.  How  many  of  the  60,000,000 
people  of  the  Roman  Empire  were  slaves?  No  one  knows.  It 
is  said  that  in  Pergamum  there  were  half  as  many  slaves  as  free¬ 
men.  The  same  proportion  would  mean  that  in  the  city  of  Rome 
about  330,000  people  were  slaves.  For  the  empire  as  a  whole 
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this  proportion  is  much  too  high,  no  doubt;  but,  as  long  as  wars 
of  conquest  lasted,  slaves  were  plentiful,  the  price  from  $50  up; 
so  that  any  moderately  well-to-do  Roman  could  have  at  least  a 
few. 

In  the  time  of  the  republic  a  slave  had  no  rights.  The  law 
regarded  him  not  as  a  person  but  as  a  thing  (res),  entirely  at  the 
mercy  of  his  master.  The  condition  of  a  slave,  therefore,  de¬ 
pended  upon  the  character  of  his  master  and  the  kind  of  work  he 
was  capable  of  doing.  While  many  slaves  were  ordinary  people, 
many  others  were  more  intelligent  and  better  educated  than  their 
owners.  The  former  worked  as  household  servants,  or  on  farms, 
in  mines,  or  as  rowers  in  merchant  or  naval  vessels;  the  latter 
were  often  entrusted  with  important  positions— as  managers, 
secretaries,  or  teachers.  Cicero  had  a  slave  named  Tiro,  a  highly 
educated  Greek,  whom  Cicero  treated  as  a  friend  and  companion 
rather  than  as  a  slave.  When  Cicero  died,  Tiro  prepared  his 
master’s  letters  for  publication.  Of  course,  such  masters  as  Cicero, 
and  such  slaves  as  Tiro,  were  rare;  most  slaves  had  a  hard  time  of 
it,  and  those  that  worked  in  mines,  or  as  rowers  in  the  galleys, 
must  often  have  longed  for  death. 

In  the  second  century  of  the  empire,  when  the  wars  of  con¬ 
quest  had  long  since  been  ended,  slaves  were  less  plentiful,  the 
price  went  up,  and  fewer  people  could  afford  to  own  them.  Since 
they  were  more  valuable,  they  were  better  treated;  and,  in  the 
reign  of  the  Emperor  Hadrian,  they  were  given  some  legal  rights. 
Masters  were  deprived  of  the  right  of  life  and  death  over  their 
slaves;  and  a  slave,  if  too  harshly  treated,  could  complain  to  the 
magistrates,  who  might  give  him  to  a  more  humane  master  if  they 
thought  he  deserved  it.  Thus,  during  the  empire  the  number  of 
slaves  decreased,  and  they  were  less  harshly  treated.  In  the 
course  of  time,  as  we  shall  see  later  (pp.  550-552,  555),  slavery 
virtually  disappeared  in  Europe. 

2.  Laboring  classes  in  city  and  country.  The  people  who  ac¬ 
tually  worked  the  land  did  not  own  it.  The  land  was  mostly  in 
large  estates,  owned  by  the  emperor  and  the  wealthy  people  in 
the  cities.  Estates  were  often  managed  by  agents  and  worked  by 
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Noble  Romans 

These  cameos  portray  two  unknown  Romans.  Since  cameo  portraits  were 
often  true  to  life,  these  are  probably  exact  portraits. 

gangs  of  slaves,  and  by  workers  hired  for  wages.  But,  after  the 
second  century,  the  tendency  was  to  divide  up  estates  into  small 
farms,  each  farm  being  worked  by  a  tenant  farmer,  who  gave  the 
owner  a  certain  amount  and  was  allowed  to  keep  what  remained, 
if  anything.  This  system  was  the  beginning  of  “serfdom,”  which 
flourished  in  medieval  times  (p.  208).  In  the  cities  were  many 
skilled  artisans  and  mechanics,  some  of  them  slaves,  but  mostly 
freemen.  No  doubt  there  were  also  many  unskilled  laborers  who 
picked  up  jobs  by  the  day  or  week. 

Not  a  great  deal  is  known  about  the  laboring  classes.  Until 
the  middle  of  the  second  century  they  shared  the  general  pros¬ 
perity,  and  probably  those  who  wanted  to  work  and  were  able 
could  find  work  to  do.  But,  after  about  150  a.d.,  with  the  de¬ 
cline  of  industrial  and  agricultural  prosperity,  the  masses  of 
workers  in  town  and  country  were  more  and  more  impoverished. 
And  gradually  there  developed  throughout  the  empire  much  the 
same  kind  of  situation  that  we  are  familiar  with — a  class  distinc¬ 
tion  between  the  many  poor  and  the  few  rich. 

3.  The  upper  classes.  The  old  Roman  aristocracy  of  birth  had 
disappeared,  and  a  man's  social  position  depended  largely  upon 
his  wealth.  In  Rome  and  certain  other  large  cities  there  were  a 
few  very  wealthy  families;  these  formed  a  kind  of  aristocracy  of 
wealth.  But  in  all  the  cities  there  were  little  aristocracies  of  fairly 
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wealthy  people,  who  owned  the  land,  and  controlled  industry, 
commerce,  and  banking.  Closely  associated  with  these  were  the 
professional  classes — lawyers,  officials  in  government,  writers, 
artists,  and  others.  These  constituted  the  fortunate  minority 
throughout  the  empire.  Under  the  supervision  and  with  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  emperors,  they  governed  the  cities.  They  alone  were 
able  to  have  fine  houses  and  live  pleasant,  leisurely  lives.  They 
were  the  educated  people,  the  only  ones  who  knew  anything 
about  books,  or  could  talk  about  art,  science,  and  philosophy. 
What  books  did  they  read?  What  language  did  they  speak? 
What  were  their  ideas  about  religion  and  philosophy? 

III.  Latin  Literature,  Greek  Philosophy,  Roman  Law 

Language  and  literature.  When  the  Romans  conquered  the 
west— Spain,  Gaul,  and  Britain— they  found  there  people  less 
civilized  than  themselves.  From  these  people,  therefore,  the 
Romans  learned  little,  but  taught  them  much.  Within  two  cen¬ 
turies  the  people  of  Spain,  Gaul,  and  Britain  were  thoroughly 
“Romanized/'  They  adopted  Roman  customs,  spoke  the  Latin 
language,  and  wished  nothing  better  than  to  be  regarded  as  true 
Romans.  This  is  why  the  languages  spoken  today  in  France, 
Portugal,  and  Spain  are  called  “Romance"  languages — they  are  all 
derived  from  the  Roman  (Latin)  language  that  for  centuries  was 
the  language  of  the  people  throughout  western  Europe. 

But  the  east  was  never  “Romanized"  to  the  same  extent  as 
the  west,  and  Latin  did  not  become  the  common  language 
there.  The  reason  is  that  the  people  whom  the  Romans  con¬ 
quered  in  Greece,  Asia  Minor,  Syria,  and  Egypt  were  more 
civilized  than  the  Romans  themselves.  They  had  to  submit  to 
Roman  rule;  in  governing  their  cities  they  adopted  some  Roman 
methods,  and  the  educated  classes  had  to  learn  Latin  since  Latin 
was  the  language  used  by  the  Roman  government,  and  in  the 
law  courts.  But  the  mass  of  people  continued  to  speak  their 
native  languages— Egyptian,  Hebrew,  Phoenician,  Aramaic,  or 
whatever  it  was.  And  the  language  most  used  by  educated  classes 
—the  language  of  learning,  literature,  science,  and  philosophy — 
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was  Greek,  as  it  had  been  since  the  conquest  by  Alexander  (p. 
148).  In  short,  this  old  Hellenistic  civilization  of  the  east  was 
changed  very  little  by  the  Roman  conquest:  the  people  of  the 
east  learned  less  from  the  Romans  than  the  Romans  learned  from 
them. 

The  people  from  whom  the  Romans  learned  most  were  the 
Greeks.  When  Romans  first  came  into  contact  with  Greeks,  they 
were  in  comparison  scarcely  more  than  half-civilized.  The  wealth 
and  luxury  of  the  eastern  cities,  the  beautiful  buildings  in  the 
Greek  style,  the  interest  displayed  by  educated  people  in  litera¬ 
ture  and  art,  science  and  philosophy— all  this  astonished  the 
simple  Romans.  The  Romans  soon  acquired  a  kind  of  “in¬ 
feriority  complex/’  They  realized  that  the  Greeks,  although 
rather  tricky  and  not  much  good  at  war  and  government,  were 
in  many  ways  superior  to  themselves.  They  had  mastered  the  art 
of  living  better,  were  more  learned  and  clever,  and  could  talk 
about  books  and  art  and  philosophy  in  a  way  that  made  the 
Romans  appear  dumb  and  awkward. 

But  the  Romans  were  willing  to  learn  from  the  Greeks,  and 
they  proved  apt  pupils.  Roman  generals  and  officials  who 
plundered  the  east  brought  to  Italy  Greek  books  and  works  of 
art  that  found  their  way  into  the  houses  of  wealthy  Romans. 
Thousands  of  Greeks  were  brought  to  Italy  as  slaves— many  of 
Ithem  highly  educated  men  who  served  as  teachers  of  the  sons  of 
Roman  aristocrats.  In  this  way  educated  Romans  learned  to  read, 
and  often  to  speak,  Greek,  and  were  more  or  less  familiar  with 
Greek  literature,  art,  and  philosophy.  A  young  Roman,  to  com¬ 
plete  his  education,  might  be  sent  to  study  in  Athens  or  Alex¬ 
andria,  just  as  American  students  sometimes  study  in  France  or 
Italy  to  perfect  themselves  in  the  language  and  literature  and 
history  of  these  countries.  Thus,  as  Horace  said,  “Greece,  taken 
captive,  took  captive  her  rough  conqueror,  and  brought  the  arts 
to  rustic  Latium.” 

Admiring  the  Greeks,  the  Romans  began  to  imitate  them.  In 
their  private  and  public  buildings  you  can  see  that  they  borrowed 
certain  features  of  Greek  architecture,  such  as  the  columns,  while 
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The  Arch  of  Constantine  the  Great 


The  Romans  built  many  triumphal  arches  to  celebrate  the  victories  of  great 
generals.  On  this  one,  in  Rome,  were  parts  of  sculptures  belonging  to  two 
earlier  arches.  The  arch  of  Constantine  is  therefore  a  sort  of  museum  illus¬ 
trating  Roman  art  of  different  periods. 


retaining  certain  features  of  their  own,  such  as  the  round  arch 
and  the  dome. 

But  it  is  in  their  literature  and  philosophy  that  the  Romans 
learned  most  from  the  Greeks.  They  began  by  translating  Greek 
works  into  Latin,  and  then  Roman  writers  ventured  to  write  their 
own  ideas  in  Latin,  in  imitation  of  Greek  models.  The  earliest 
works  of  great  merit  in  Latin  literature  are  the  comedies  of 
Plautus  and  Terence  (second  century  b.c.),  which  are  like  cer¬ 
tain  Greek  comedies.  Once  started,  the  development  of  Latin 
literature  was  rapid.  The  greatest  Roman  writers  lived  during  the 
last  period  of  the  republic  and  the  early  years  of  the  empire 
(about  50  b. c-116  a.d.).  This  period  is  called  the  “Golden 
Age”  or  the  “Augustan  Age”  of  Latin  literature. 

Some  of  these  writers  are  still  studied  in  high  schools  and  col¬ 
leges  in  the  United  States.  The  student  who  “takes  Latin”  will 
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read  '“Caesar”— that  is7  Caesar’s  Commentaries  on  his  campaigns 
in  Gaul,  a  model  of  swift,  terse,  clear  narrative  of  events.  He 
will  then  go  on  with  “Cicero”— that  is,  certain  powerful  orations 
which  Cicero  delivered  in  the  Senate  against  the  conspirator 
Catiline.  If  the  student  gets  beyond  Caesar  and  Cicero,  he  will 
read  Vergil,  and  perhaps  Horace.  Vergil  (70-19  b.c.)  was,  per¬ 
haps,  the  greatest  of  Roman  writers.  His  Aeneid  is  an  epic  poem 
(modeled  upon  Homer’s  Iliad )  which  relates  the  founding  of 
Rome  and  heroic  episodes  in  its  history.  It  is  one  of  four  great 
epic  poems— the  others  being  Homer’s  Iliad ,  Dante’s  Divine 
Comedy ,  and  Milton’s  Paradise  Lost.  Horace  (65-8  b.c.)  is 
known  chiefly  for  his  Satires  and  his  Odes.  The  former  depict 
the  follies,  the  latter  the  quiet  joys,  of  life;  both  are  collections 
of  brief  poems  written  with  a  grace  that  is  inimitable  and  cannot 
be  adequately  rendered  into  English. 

Among  the  great  poets  were  also  Catullus  and  Lucretius. 
Catullus,  although  he  died  young,  left  a  few  lyric  poems  that 
rank  with  the  best  lyric  poetry  in  any  language.  Lucretius  tried 
to  do  something  which  few  poets  have  ever  tried,— to  write  about 
scientific  knowledge  in  poetry.  His  De  rerum  natura  (On  the 
Nature  of  Things)  is  an  attempt  to  describe  nature  in  terms  of 
the  atomic  theory,  formulated  by  the  Greek  philosophers  Democ¬ 
ritus  and  Epicurus  (pp.  115,  183).  It  is,  perhaps,  the  best 
literary  attempt  ever  made  to  find  beauty  and  satisfaction  in  a 
universe  indifferent  to  man  and  his  desires— to  ascertain  “whence 
all  things  come,  and  how  without  the  gods  they  can  arise.” 

In  the  early  years  of  the  empire  there  lived  two  historians — Livy 
and  Tacitus.  Livy  wrote  a  long  history,  most  of  which  has  been 
lost,  in  which  he  relates  the  founding  of  Rome  and  the  political 
and  military  events  of  the  republic.  He  makes  little  effort  to  dis¬ 
tinguish  true  from  false,  so  that  what  we  learn  from  Livy  is  not 
so  much  what  happened  as  what  the  Romans  commonly  believed 
—the  romantic  and  heroic  legends  of  their  past.  Tacitus  (54-116 
a.  d.  )  is  known  for  his  History  and  Annals,  and  for  a  small  book 
called  Germania.  His  History  and  Annals  relate  the  history  of 
the  early  emperors;  his  Germania  describes  the  customs  of  the 
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semi-barbarous  German  tribes.  Tacitus  is  a  brilliant  writer,  but 
too  prejudiced  to  be  a  really  good  historian.  He  was  one  of  those 
Romans  who  regretted  the  fall  of  the 
republic.  To  him  Augustus  is  a  shrewd, 
successful  hypocrite;  Tiberius,  a  cold¬ 
blooded  monster.  Tacitus  believed 
that  the  Romans,  having  lost  their 
liberties,  were  becoming  soft  and  cor¬ 
rupt.  He  could  not  see  that  the  great 
majority  of  people  were  better  off  un¬ 
der  the  empire  than  under  the  re¬ 
public.  To  point  the  moral  he  wrote 
the  Germania  in  which  he  paints  an 
idealized  picture  of  the  hardy  and 
liberty-loving  Germans. 

Tacitus  was  somewhat  typical  of  the 
writers  who  lived  in  the  early  empire. 

They  were  inclined  to  look  back  to 
the  good  old  times  of  the  republic 
with  regret,  and  to  think  that  they 
were  living  in  more  evil  and  corrupt 
days.  The  result  was  that,  during  this  time,  Latin  literature  de¬ 
clined  in  vigor  and  originality,  and  withered  in  the  dry  atmosphere 
of  pessimism  and  resignation. 

Science,  religion,  and  philosophy.  The  Romans  were  not  original 
thinkers.  They  made  no  great  contributions  to  the  history  of 
ideas.  Even  in  their  literature  the  ideas  and  the  form  are  mostly 
taken  from  the  Greeks.  In  science  they  were  even  less  original: 
they  learned  what  the  Greeks  taught  them  about  science,  but 
were  chiefly  interested  in  applying  this  knowledge  in  the  practical 
arts  of  architecture  and  engineering.  Their  philosophy  was  like¬ 
wise  borrowed  from  the  Greeks;  and  philosophy,  like  science,  in¬ 
terested  them  chiefly  for  its  practical  value  as  a  substitute  for 
religion  in  the  conduct  of  life. 

In  early  times  the  Roman  religion,  like  that  of  all  primitive 
peoples,  was  a  kind  of  nature  worship.  Their  chief  god,  Jupiter, 
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Greek  Art  in  Italy 

This  Greek  sculpture,  of  the 
fifth  century  b.  c.,  was  dis¬ 
covered  in  the  Gardens  of 
Sallust,  Villa  Ludovisi,  Italy. 
It  represents  a  Greek  matron 
pouring  incense  into  an  in¬ 
cense  burner. 
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was  the  god  of  the  sky;  Juno,  the  goddess  who  took  care  of 
women;  Ceres  (from  which  comes  our  word  “cereal”)  was  the 
goddess  of  harvest.  Borrowing  so  many  things  from  the  Greeks, 
the  Romans  borrowed  several  of  their  gods — for  example,  Apollo 
and  Athena  (Minerva). 

During  the  empire,  when  Romans  governed  the  entire  civilized 
world,  all  the  different  people  were  permitted  to  set  up  their  na¬ 
tive  gods  in  Rome  and  worship  in  their  own  manner.  The 
government  built  a  great  temple,  called  the  Pantheon  (meaning 
“all  gods”),  where  all  the  gods  of  the  world  were  set  up  side  by 
side  with  the  ancient  Roman  gods.  Thus,  all  religions  were 
tolerated,  but  for  political  purposes  the  emperors  were  regarded 
as  divine,  and  all  subjects,  of  whatever  religion,  were  required  to 
do  homage  to  the  emperor’s  statue.  While  the  mass  of  the  people 
still  believed  in  the  ancient  gods,  the  educated  upper  classes  no 
longer  took  them  very  seriously.  As  the  English  historian,  Gib¬ 
bon,  says:  “The  various  forms  of  religion  .  .  .  were  considered  by 
the  people  as  equally  true;  by  the  philosophers,  as  equally  false; 
and  by  the  magistrates,  as  equally  useful.” 

The  “philosophers”— that  is,  the  educated  classes— who  re¬ 
garded  all  gods  as  equally  false,  turned  to  philosophy  as  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  religion.  The  philosophies  which  they  found  most  useful 
as  a  practical  guide  in  life  were  those  formulated  by  two  Greek 
writers— Zeno  and  Epicurus. 

Zeno  (about  300  b.c.)  taught  at  Athens  in  the  Stoa  (porch)  — 
hence,  his  philosophy  is  called  Stoicism.  He  taught  that  all 
things  are  governed  by  laws  of  nature  that  never  vary.  There¬ 
fore,  conduct  and  thought  are  determined  by  the  nature  of  things 
and  not  by  man’s  will,  so  that  men  cannot  help  doing  and  think¬ 
ing  what  they  do  and  think.  It  is  said  that  one  day  Zeno  was 
beating  his  slave  for  some  fault  or  other.  The  slave  protested: 
“According  to  your  philosophy,  I  could  not  help  committing  this 
offense.”  Zeno  calmly  replied:  “And,  according  to  my  philos¬ 
ophy,  I  cannot  help  beating  you.”  If  we  cannot  help  doing  what 
we  do,  it  would  seem  useless  to  try  to  do  differently.  Zeno  taught 
that,  instead  of  trying  to  be  good  or  to  accomplish  great  things, 
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man  should  be  resigned,  should  accept  things  as  they  are  and 
meet  good  and  evil  fortune  with  stoicism.  Since  it  is  impossible 
to  change  the  world,  he  said,  let  us  accept  it  with  a  stiff  upper 
lip,  without  whining.  Zeno  also  taught  that  all  men  are  equal- 
equal  in  subjection  to  the  nature  of  things;  and  so,  from  this 
depressing  philosophy,  he  derived  the  principle  of  the  brother¬ 
hood  of  man. 

Epicurus  (born  about  342  b.c.)  also  taught  at  Athens.  Like 
Zeno,  he  believed  that  the  universe  is  all  material  substance — 
even  the  soul  is  composed  of  atoms;  but,  unlike  Zeno,  he  believed 
that  the  will  of  man  is  free  to  do  what  seems  to  him  good.  In 
deciding  what  is  good,  men  should  not  fear  the  gods,  but  follow 
reason,  which  tells  him  to  do  those  things  which  will  give  them 
most  pleasure.  By  “pleasure,”  Epicurus  did  not  mean  sensual 
pleasure  only,  or  pleasure  for  the  moment.  According  to  his 
teaching,  the  highest  pleasures  are  of  the  mind:  men  should  so 
act  as  to  attain,  throughout  life,  the  greatest  amount  of  satisfac¬ 
tion,  of  peace  of  mind. 

Today  we  think  of  a  stoic  as  a  man  who  suffers  pain  without 
flinching,  but  of  an  epicurean  as  one  who  is  too  much  given  to 
the  pleasure  of  eating.  In  their  own  time  the  two  philosophies 
were  not  so  very  different.  The  stoic  said:  “Steel  your  sensibilities 
so  that  life  will  hurt  you  as  little  as  possible.”  The  epicurean 
said:  “Cultivate  your  sensibilities  so  that  you  may  enjoy  life  as 
much  as  possible.”  But  to  enjoy  life  in  the  epicurean  manner, 
and  to  avoid  being  hurt  by  it  in  the  stoic  manner,  meant  much 
the  same  thing  in  the  end.  It  meant  acceptance,  resignation, 
tranquillity. 

These  two  philosophies  had  a  wide  influence  throughout  the 
Roman  Empire.  The  reason  is  that  they  expressed  very  well  the 
feeling  of  most  educated  men  towards  life.  Both  Zeno  and 
Epicurus  taught  at  a  time  when  the  Greeks  had  lost  their  political 
independence,  when  individuals  and  cities  were  subject  to  military 
conquerers.  To  them  it  seemed  less  possible  than  it  had  to  Plato 
and  Aristotle  for  men  to  shape  their  own  lives  or  have  any  in¬ 
fluence  in  government  and  social  affairs.  This  was  still  more  true 
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in  the  second  century,  when  the  entire  civilized  world  was 
governed  by  an  autocratic  emperor,  when  government  and  social 
customs  were  so  stable  and  uniform  that  even  the  memory  of 
anything  different  had  almost  disappeared.  Men  were,  therefore, 
disposed  to  accept  philosophies  which  taught  them  that  it  was  a 
duty  to  do  what  they  had  to  do  anyway — to  accept  and  live  as 
comfortably  as  possible  in  a  world  which  they  could  not  change. 

The  most  famous  adherent  of  Stoic  philosophy  was  the  last  of 
the  five  “good  emperors"— Marcus  Aurelius.  He  set  down  his 
thoughts  in  a  journal,  which  has  many  times  been  published,  and 
is  regarded  as  one  of  the  world's  classics.  It  is  called  the 
“Thoughts  of  Marcus  Aurelius."  It  is  a  wise  but  rather  a  sad 
book.  It  tells  us  that  life  is  hard  and  uncertain,  and  that  we 
can’t  do  much  about  it,  except  to  take  good  and  evil  fortune  with 
calmness,  being  neither  uplifted  by  the  one  or  downcast  by  the 
other,  since  neither  joy  nor  happiness  is  of  much  importance. 
Do  what  is  right,  injure  no  one,  ignore  those  that  injure  you, 
keeping  in  mind  that  the  world  always  was  and  always  will  be 
what  it  is  now,  and  that  in  a  thousand  years  all  your  activities, 
all  your  joys  and  sorrows,  will  not  matter  to  anyone. 

Roman  law — the  Justinian  Code  (534  A.  D.).  Someone  has  said 
that  any  people  may  be  known  by  the  laws  they  make— laws  de¬ 
fining  personal  and  property  rights,  settlement  of  disputes,  and 
punishment  of  crimes.  This  is  true  at  least  of  the  Romans.  Their 
experience  in  governing  many  peoples  over  a  long  time  gave  them 
a  mastery  of  the  art  of  law  and  government  which  has  never  been 
surpassed  by  any  people.  The  sum  and  substance  of  what  they 
learned  in  these  matters  is  contained  in  a  few  books  known  as 
the  Justinian  Code. 

At  first  the  Romans  had  a  harsh,  primitive  code  of  law,  known 
as  the  Twelve  Tables.  This  was  the  civil  law,  for  Roman 
citizens  only.  When  they  came  to  govern  other  people,  in  Italy 
and  beyond,  they  appointed  a  judge  called  a  praetor  to  settle 
disputes  arising  between  those  who  were  not  Roman  citizens. 
The  praetors  settled  such  disputes  according  to  the  laws  and  cus¬ 
toms  of  the  individuals  concerned.  From  time  to  time,  the 
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praetors  drew  up  “edicts”— statements  of  the  laws  they  would  ap¬ 
ply;  and  these  edicts  contained  what  was  best  or  most  useful  in 
the  diverse  systems  of  law  and  custom  throughout  the  empire. 
Thus,  a  new  body  of  law  was  developed,  made  up  of  laws  com¬ 
mon  to  all  the  subject  peoples.  For  this  reason,  it  was  called  the 
jus  gentium  (law  of  all  nations).  In  the  course  of  time  the  jus 
gentium  merged  with  the  civil  law  and  became  the  law  of  the 
empire.  It  had  the  great  advantage  of  being  derived  from  the 
experience  of  all  the  peoples  of  the  civilized  world. 

In  the  early  empire  the  lawyers  came  to  regard  the  jus  gentium 
as  something  more  than  positive  rules  imposed  by  the  Roman 
government.  Since  it  was  the  law  common  to  all  peoples,  they 
thought  of  it  as  something  that  was  “natural” — something  in  har¬ 
mony  with  the  nature  of  men  as  men.  A  number  of  great  lawyers, 
called  jurisconsults,  thus  identified  the  jus  gentium  with  “natural 
law,”  and  assumed  that  it  was  or  should  be  in  harmony  with  right 
reason.  If  there  was  anything  in  the  actual  law  that  seemed 
illogical  or  unreasonable  or  inhumane,  they  felt  free  to  ignore  it, 
and  to  substitute  something  more  rational  and  humane.  Thus, 
by  the  writings  of  the  jurisconsults,  the  jus  gentium  became  more 
simple  and  rational. 

But  still  it  was  difficult  to  know  just  what  Roman  law  was, 
since  it  was  contained  in  edicts  and  the  writings  of  the  juris¬ 
consults,  which  filled  thousands  of  volumes,  and  there  were  many 
contradictions  in  the  edicts  and  many  differences  of  opinion  in 
the  writings  of  the  jurisconsults.  What  was  needed  was  to  have 
this  immense  mass  of  edicts  and  opinions  reduced  to  a  “code” — 
that  is,  simplified  and  formulated  in  a  few  clear  and  consistent 
principles.  This  great  task  was  several  times  undertaken,  and 
finally  completed  in  the  reign  of  the  Emperor  Justinian.  The 
Justinian  Code  (534  a.  d.)  is  the  sum  and  substance  of  all  the 
Romans  learned  in  a  thousand  years  about  the  art  of  government, 
the  civil  rights  of  individuals,  and  the  principles  of  justice.  It 
has  profoundly  influenced  every  system  of  law  in  Europe.  It  is 
still  studied  in  law  schools,  and  remains  to  this  day  the  greatest 
body  of  legal  principles  and  political  wisdom  in  existence. 
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Summary.  In  the  last  two  chapters  we  have  seen  how  the 
Romans  during  several  centuries  conquered  the  entire  civilized 
world,  and  established  over  it  a  uniform  government  which  main¬ 
tained  peace  and  prosperity  for  two  centuries.  In  the  west  the 
people  adopted  Roman  customs  and  the  Latin  language;  in  the 
east  the  people  were  subject  to  Roman  laws  and  government,  but 
Greek  remained  the  common  language  of  learning  and  the  arts. 
Gradually  the  Romans  became  familiar  with  Greek  literature,  art, 
science,  and  philosophy;  and  developed  a  literature  of  their  own 
which  appropriated  ideas  and  forms  of  Greek  culture.  Thus,  a 
civilization  which  we  can  call  Graeco-Roman  was  spread  through¬ 
out  the  countries  of  western  Europe,  and  became  the  basis  of  all 
modern  European  civilization. 

We  must  now  see  how  this  great  Roman  Empire  declined  and 
disappeared,  how  its  high  civilization  was  succeeded  by  several 
centuries  of  semi-barbarism,  and  how  there  emerged  a  new  civili¬ 
zation  from  which  modern  civilization  is  derived. 


Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  effects  did  their  conquests  have  on  the  Romans?  In 
what  ways  did  the  Romans  make  conquest  profitable?  Did 
extension  of  citizenship  make  the  government  of  Rome  demo¬ 
cratic?  If  all  Americans  had  to  vote  in  Washington,  what 
would  be  the  effect  on  our  government? 

2.  How  did  rich  Romans  buy  the  votes  of  poor  citizens?  Who 
controlled  the  government?  What  interest  did  the  capitalists 
(Knights)  have  in  the  government? 

3.  How  did  the  tax  collectors  make  profits  by  collecting  taxes  in 
the  provinces?  How  did  governors  of  provinces  become  rich? 
Why  were  the  provincials  unable  to  get  satisfaction  from  the 
government  of  Rome? 

4.  What  did  wealthy  Romans  do  with  their  wealth?  What  re¬ 
forms  did  the  Gracchi  brothers  try  to  put  through  with  the 
votes  of  poor  Romans?  How  did  rich  Romans  get  rid  of  the 
Gracchi? 

5.  How  did  Marius  get  soldiers  for  his  army?  Why  were  soldiers 
more  loyal  to  their  leaders  than  to  the  government?  How 
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did  Marius  and  Sulla  upset  the  Roman  constitution?  How 
did  the  government  deal  with  Pompey’s  soldiers? 

6.  How  did  Caesar  get  control  of  an  excellent  army?  By  what 
means  did  Caesar  become  dictator?  Was  his  rule  beneficial 
to  the  provincials?  Whose  liberties  did  Brutus  hope  to 
restore  by  getting  rid  of  Caesar? 

7.  Why  did  the  Romans  accept  Octavian  as  dictator?  What 
sort  of  partnership  did  Octavian  and  the  Republican  govern¬ 
ment  form?  How  did  this  partnership  eventually  work  out? 

8.  What  territory  was  added  to  the  empire?  What  was  the  pax 
roman  a?  How  did  it  help  to  bring  prosperity?  What  people 
were  prosperous?  In  what  ways  was  the  government  by  the 
emperors  successful?  What  proof  do  we  have  that  the  empire 
had  a  high  level  of  civilization? 

9.  Where  did  the  Romans  get  their  slaves?  What  sort  of  work 
did  slaves  do?  Why  did  the  status  of  slaves  improve?  What 
sort  of  labor  was  substituted  for  slaves  on  the  large  estates? 
Who  belonged  to  the  upper  class? 

10.  What  are  the  “Romance  languages’?  What  parts  of  the  em¬ 
pire  became  thoroughly  “Romanized’?  In  what  ways  did  the 
Romans  become  “Hellenized”?  How  did  Latin  literature 
begin?  Who  were  the  greatest  writers  of  the  Augustan  Age? 
Why  was  Tacitus  “not  a  really  good  historian”? 

11.  Were  Romans  tolerant  in  religious  matters?  Why  did  they 
insist  on  worship  of  the  emperor?  What  Greek  philosophies 
did  educated  Romans  adopt  when  they  lost  faith  in  their  re¬ 
ligion?  What  was  the  reason  for  the  popularity  of  these 
philosophies? 

12.  What  can  we  learn  about  Romans  from  their  laws?  What 
was  the  civil  law?  The  jus  gentium ?  Natural  law?  When 
and  how  was  Roman  law  put  in  final  form  for  later  peoples 
to  study  and  use? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Make  a  list  of  ten  persons  and  ten  terms  that  seem  important 
enough  to  remember.  Give  reasons  for  selecting  each  name 
or  term. 

2.  Prepare  a  map  of  the  Roman  Empire  at  its  greatest  extent. 
Locate  on  it  all  cities  mentioned  in  this  chapter.  Then  show 
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what  modern  countries  are  entirely  or  in  part  within  the  ter¬ 
ritory  which  was  once  in  the  Roman  Empire. 

3.  Prepare  an  essay  on  the  causes  of  the  downfall  of  the  republic 
and  its  constitution. 

4.  Read  about  Julius  Caesar,  or  Augustus,  in  source  books  and 
other  books.  Then  write  a  short  estimate  of  what  he  ac¬ 
complished. 

5.  Subject  for  debate.  The  condition  of  the  human  race  was 
more  happy  and  prosperous  in  the  second  century  than  at  any 
other  time  in  all  history. 

6.  Be  prepared  to  explain  what  Horace  meant  by  “Greece,  taken 
captive,  took  captive  her  rough  conqueror,  and  brought  the 
arts  to  rustic  Latium.” 

7.  Make  a  list  of  the  benefits  which  the  ancient  world  derived 
from  Roman  rule. 
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From  a  painting  by  E.  Forti  Courtesy  Signora  Forti 


A  Roman  ‘'Antique  Shop” 

The  Romans  were  as  interested  in  objects  of  art  from  Egypt,  Greece,  or 
Syria — the  antiquities  of  their  day — as  we  today  are  interested  in  antiques. 
The  antique  dealer  shown  in  the  picture  seems  to  have  an  appreciative 

audience. 
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LARGE  FACTS  TO  REMEMBER  ABOUT  UNIT  II 

1.  The  Greeks ,  who  liked  to  live  in  small  states ,  were  united  by 
language  and  religion.  Under  the  leadership  of  military, 
aristocratic  Sparta  and  democratic  Athens,  the  Greeks  unite 
to  defeat  foreign  (Persian)  invaders,  and  thus  preserve  their 
political  independence. 

2.  The  efforts  of  Athens  and  Sparta  to  unite  small  states  result 
in  wars  which  weaken  the  Greeks.  Athens  changes  the  Delian 
League  into  an  empire;  perfects  democracy,  and  becomes  “the 
school  of  Greece.”  Athens  is  defeated  by  opposition  led  by 
Sparta  (Peloponnesian  War).  Sparta  is  defeated  by  Thebes. 
Greeks  weaken  themselves  by  wars. 

3.  The  Greeks ,  during  their  creative  age ,  contribute  to  the 
world's  greatest  art  and  literature  (500-322  b.  c.).  The  works 
of  Greek  artists,  who  strove  to  portray  the  ideal  in  beauty, 
have  never  been  excelled.  We  still  use  their  columns  in 
building  and  admire  their  sculpture.  Greek  drama  and  his¬ 
tory,  which  set  forth  fundamental  conflicts  in  human  life  and 
affairs,  have  never  been  excelled. 

4.  The  Greeks  seek  knowledge  ( science  and  philosophy )  for  its 
own  sake.  Many  Greek  theories  about  the  universe  are  ac¬ 
cepted  today.  The  search  for  knowledge  leads  to  asking  what 
knowledge  is  (Socrates).  Plato  said  ideas  are  the  basis  of 
knowledge,  Aristotle  said  things  are.  Aristotle  contributed 
most  of  what  we  know  about  the  science  of  logical  thinking. 

5.  Practical  Romans  “ divide  and  rule ”  Italy  and  become  masters 
of  the  western  Mediterranean  by  defeating  Carthage  (509- 
146  b.c.).  The  Romans  establish  a  republic  (509  b.  c.).  By 
265  b.  c.  they  had  conquered,  learned  how  to  govern,  and 
“romanized”  the  peoples  of  Italy.  Then  they  challenged  and 
defeated  Carthage  to  extend  their  empire  around  the  western 
Mediterranean  Sea. 

6.  The  Greeks  in  the  meantime  have  “hellenized”  the  peoples 
around  the  eastern  Mediterranean.  During  the  Hellenistic 
Age,  after  the  conquest  of  the  Persian  Empire  by  Alexander, 
the  Greeks  are  the  leading  people  in  the  east.  They  prosper, 
advance  in  science,  but  lose  their  creative  power  in  art,  litera¬ 
ture,  and  thought.  The  Romans  invade  the  Hellenistic  world 
and  become  masters  of  the  Greeks. 
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7.  The  Romans,  by  conquering  the  world,  lose  their  republic, 
which  yields  to  the  rule  of  emperors.  The  ruling  aristocracy, 
enriched  by  exploitation  of  the  provinces,  loses  control  of  the 
army.  Military  leaders  disregard  the  constitution  and  fight 
wars,  which  end  when  Augustus  becomes  supreme. 

8.  The  rule  of  emperors  brings  two  centuries  of  peace  and  pros¬ 
perity.  Under  the  administration  of  good  emperors,  city  life 
flourishes.  Roman  law,  the  greatest  achievement  of  the 
Romans,  develops.  The  Romans  go  to  school  to  the  Greeks, 
create  their  own  literature,  but  add  nothing  to  science  or 
philosophy. 


Courtesy  Bibliothique  Royale  de  Belgique 

Medieval  Builders 


This  illumination  from  a  manuscript  copy  of  L’Histoiie  de  Charles  Martel 
shows  builders  at  work.  Stone  cutters  are  working  in  a  shed,  while  other 
workmen  carry  the  finished  stones  in  a  wheelbarrow  or  in  a  hand  sling,  and 
others  set  the  stones  in  place.  A  noble  lady  is  watching  their  progress. 

UNIT  III 

THE  BEGINNINGS  OF  MODERN  CIVILIZATION 

The  place  of  Medieval  Civilization  in  the  story.  The  term 
“medieval”  comes  from  a  Latin  word  meaning  “in  between”  or 
middle.  Medieval  civilization  must  therefore  mean  a  civilization 
that  comes  in  between  an  earlier  and  a  later  civilization.  This  is 
not  very  helpful ,  because  any  period  of  history  is  medieval  in  the 
sense  that  it  falls  between  something  earlier  and  something  later. 
But  it  is  the  custom  to  use  the  term  medieval  to  refer  to  the 
thousand  years  from  about  500  to  1500  A.  D.  In  what  sense  is 
this  a  middle  period?  In  what  sense  does  it  connect  something 
earlier  with  something  later? 
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We  have  just  been  studying  the  great  Roman  Empire,  and  the 
advanced  civilization,  which  we  have  called  Graeco-Roman,  that 
Hourished  for  centuries  throughout  western  Europe,  north  Africa, 
and  the  east.  Then  gradually,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  the  Roman 
Empire  disappeared,  and  its  civilization  declined.  For  some  cen¬ 
turies  the  people  of  western  Europe  lived  in  a  state  of  political 
confusion,  poverty,  and  ignorance.  Then,  about  the  year  1100, 
there  came  a  revival  of  economic  prosperity,  of  political  organiza¬ 
tion,  of  learning  and  literature,  of  science  and  philosophy.  In  the 
twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries  a  new  civilization  appears,  a  civil¬ 
ization  that  preserved  many  of  the  ideas  and  institutions  of  the 
old  Greek  and  Roman  world,  but  which  added  much  that  was 
new.  By  about  1500  this  medieval  civilization  begins  to  be 
rapidly  transformed  into  something  which  is  more  familiar  to  us — 
something  which  we  can  call  modern. 

Medieval  civilization  is  thus  the  civilization  that  comes  between 
the  ancient  civilization  of  Greece  and  Rome  and  the  civilization 
of  our  own  time.  Its  importance  is  that  it  “mediates”  between 
the  ancient  and  the  modern  world.  It  preserved  the  Greek  and 
Roman  languages,  literatures,  and  institutions,  and  transmitted 
them,  with  many  changes  and  additions,  to  modern  times.  In  this 
unit  we  shall  study  medieval  civilization.  And  first  we  must  see 
how  the  Roman  Empire  gradually  declined  and  disappeared. 
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THE  FALL  OF  THE  ROMAN  EMPIRE 

HOW  GRAECO-ROMAN  CIVILIZATION  WAS  REPLACED 
BY  ROMAN-CHRISTIAN,  BYZANTINE,  AND  MOSLEM 

CIVILIZATION,  500-1000  A.  D. 


In  this  Church  and  in  its  pozver  are  two  swords,  to  wit,  a 
spiritual  and  a  temporal,  and  this  we  are  taught  by  the  words 
of  the  gospel.  Boniface  VIII 

There  is  no  God  but  Allah,  and  Mohammed  is  his  prophet. 

The  Koran 


In  the  last  chapter  we  studied  the  rise  of  the  Roman  Empire 
and  the  Graeco-Roman  civilization  which  flourished  within  it. 
When  the  emperor,  Marcus  Aurelius,  died  in  180  a.  d.,  the  Roman 
Empire  included  nearly  all  of  what  was  then  known  to  the  people 
of  the  west  as  the  civilized  world.  The  power  of  the  emperor  was 
so  undisputed,  peace  and  prosperity  within  the  empire  had  so 
long  endured,  that  most  men  had  come  to  think  the  empire 
would  last  forever;  it  seemed  impossible  that  “the  eternal  empire” 
could  suffer  disaster,  much  less  pass  away.  Yet  within  five  or 
six  hundred  years  the  world  known  to  Marcus  Aurelius  was  a  thing 
of  the  past,  so  completely  changed  that  over  wide  areas  where  it 
had  once  existed  even  the  memory  of  it  was  all  but  lost. 

By  looking  on  the  map  (p.  223)  you  can  better  understand  the 
major  changes  that  had  occurred  during  these  six  centuries.  The 
civilized  world,  instead  of  being  all  governed  as  one  empire,  had 
come  to  be  divided  into  three  divisions.  One  division  included 
the  countries  of  western  Europe,  except  Spain.  Here  barbarians 
had  come  in  from  Germany  and  had  upset  the  Roman  govern- 
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ment,  while  the  people,  as  a  result,  were  sinking  into  poverty  and 
semi-barbarism.  One  thing  only  united  the  people  of  these  coun¬ 
tries — the  Christian  religion  and  the  Roman  Catholic  Church. 
The  civilization  prevailing  here  we  may  call  Roman-Christian. 
Secondly,  in  eastern  Europe,  the  emperors  still  ruled  in  Constan¬ 
tinople,  but  only  over  Asia  Minor,  Macedonia,  and  Greece.  Here, 
as  in  the  west,  Christianity  was  the  established  religion.  This 
empire  is  now  known  as  the  Byzantine  Empire,  and  the  civiliza¬ 
tion  is  known  as  Byzantine  civilization.  The  third  division  was 
an  immense  region  including  western  Asia,  northern  Africa,  and 
Spain.  Here  Arab  conquerors  had  set  up  a  new  empire  in  which 
they  were  establishing  a  new  religion  and  a  new  civilization.  The 
new  religion  is  Mohammedanism;  the  new  civilization  is  known 
as  Moslem. 

In  this  chapter  we  shall  study  the  fall  of  the  old  Roman  Empire, 
the  decline  of  Graeco-Roman  civilization,  and  the  three  new  types 
of  civilization  which  replaced  it:  (1)  Roman-Christian;  (2) 
Byzantine;  and  (3)  Moslem. 

I.  What  Happened  to  the  Roman  Empire  in  the  West 

Decline  and  fall  of  the  Roman  Empire:  (I)  Weakness  from  within. 

We  know  that  the  Roman  Empire  and  its  civilization  disappeared 
in  the  west.  We  know  a  great  deal  about  how  this  occurred. 
But  why  it  should  have  occurred  is  not  easy  to  know.  It  is  one  of 
the  riddles  of  history,  a  question  still  disputed  by  historians.  But 
in  general  the  primary  cause  was  internal  weakness,  and  to  this 
was  added  invasion  from  without. 

We  know  that  the  empire  did  not  “fair’  suddenly  as  the  result 
of  an  overwhelming  catastrophe.  It  slowly  crumbled  away,  much 
as  during  a  hundred  years  an  unoccupied  house  might  crumble 
into  ruin.  It  crumbled  so  slowly  that  no  one  living  at  the  time 
was  aware  that  any  disastrous  change  was  going  on.  During  three 
centuries  (from  about  200  to  500)  wealth  declined,  the  govern¬ 
ment  became  weaker,  less  able  to  maintain  order  within  and  to 
defend  the  frontiers  from  attack  from  without,  and  so  at  last  much 
of  the  empire  was  overrun  or  conquered  by  half-civilized  peoples. 
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The  first  thing  we  notice  is  that  the  long  “Roman  Peace”  (p. 
169)  came  to  an  end.  In  the  third  century  the  emperors  were  no 
longer  able  to  control  the  armies,  but  were  controlled  by  them. 
During  one  period  of  about  fifty  years  there  were  as  many  as 
thirty  emperors.  Such  emperors  were  without  power,  mere  pup¬ 
pets  of  the  soldiers,  often  chosen  against  their  will,  for,  as  one 
writer  says,  to  be  elected  emperor  at  this  time  was  equivalent  to  a 
“sentence  of  death.”  There  were  from  time  to  time  emperors 
strong  enough  to  maintain  order;  but  in  general  the  “Roman 
Peace”  of  the  first  two  centuries  was  at  an  end.  As  in  the  last 
century  of  the  republic,  there  was  almost  constant  civil  war. 
Armies  marched  through  the  country,  fighting,  destroying  prop¬ 
erty,  plundering,  and  killing  people. 

The  next  thing  we  notice  is  a  steady  decline  of  economic  pros¬ 
perity.  The  civil  wars  contributed  to  this,  but  there  were  other 
causes,  since  the  decline  in  prosperity  began  before  the  civil  wars 
started.  As  early  as  the  middle  of  the  second  century  cities  begin 
to  be  less  prosperous,  because  commerce  was  declining.  Why 
commerce  should  have  declined  is  the  great  riddle.  But  the  fact 
is  that  people  were  less  able  to  buy  things,  and  so  fewer  things 
were  made  to  sell.  For  the  same  reason  the  market  for  farm 
products  was  less,  and  so  less  was  raised  on  farms.  Population 
declined,  and  entire  tracts  of  land,  once  cultivated,  were  aban¬ 
doned.  Cities  had  fewer  people  living  in  them,  and  there  was 
no  longer  a  class  of  wealthy  men  to  build  new  buildings  or  keep  up 
old  ones.  Taxes  could  not  be  collected,  and  debts  incurred  by 
cities  remained  unpaid. 

At  the  end  of  the  third  century  the  empire  was  already  on  the 
point  of  breaking  up,  but  then  an  able  emperor  appeared  who, 
by  reorganizing  the  government,  enabled  the  empire  to  go  on  for 
another  century.  This  was  Diocletian  (284-305).  Diocletian 
divided  the  empire  into  four  great  divisions  called  praefectures, 
each  praefecture  into  divisions  called  dioceses,  each  diocese  into 
a  number  of  provinces.  In  each  praefecture  the  emperor  ap¬ 
pointed  a  praefect,  in  each  diocese  a  vicar,  in  each  province  a 
governor.  Another  able  emperor,  Constantine  (306-337),  built  a 
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new  capital  at  Byzantium,  which  he  renamed  Constantinople, 
“City  of  Constantine”;  thereafter  there  were  generally  two  em¬ 
perors,  one  ruling  at  Constantinople  and  one  at  Rome. 

These  changes,  which  were  made  by  autocratic  emperors, 
strengthened  the  government  of  the  empire,  but  the  greater  num¬ 
ber  of  officials  increased  the  expense  of  government,  so  that  taxes 
became  heavier  just  when  people  were  becoming  less  able  to  pay 
taxes.  In  earlier  times  the  cities  were  allowed  to  manage  their  own 
affairs;  now  their  affairs  were  managed  by  officials  of  the  emperors, 
supervised  by  the  governor  of  each  province.  Each  city  was  re¬ 
quired  to  raise  a  certain  sum  in  taxes,  and  the  landowners  were 
made  responsible  for  the  amount.  The  burden  was  so  great  that 
men  tried  to  sell  or  give  away  their  land;  but  the  government  pro¬ 
hibited  them  from  doing  so,  and  thus  they  became  attached  to 
the  land,  and  virtually  serfs.  Artisans  and  mechanics  were  likewise 
required  to  remain  artisans  and  mechanics,  and  carry  on  their 
trades.  Thus  by  law  people  were  fixed  in  castes  or  classes,  and  all 
individual  freedom  and  initiative  disappeared.  In  this  way  the 
mass  of  the  people  were  exploited  for  the  benefit  of  government 
officials,  the  army,  and  a  few  privileged  owners  of  great  landed 
estates. 

The  steady  impoverishment  of  the  mass  of  the  people— this  was 
the  chief  cause  of  the  decline  and  fall  of  the  Roman  Empire. 
People  were  too  poor  to  support  so  expensive  a  government,  and 
too  miserable  and  dispirited  to  care  what  became  of  it.  Thus 
impoverished  and  weakened  from  within,  the  empire  became  an 
easy  prey  to  barbarian  peoples  from  without. 

Decline  and  fall  of  the  Roman  Empire:  (2)  Invasion  and  conquest 
of  the  west  by  German  tribes.  All  along  the  frontier,  east  of  the 
Rhine  and  north  of  the  Danube,  were  many  half-civilized  peoples, 
Huns,  Slavs,  Germans.  For  centuries  the  Roman  armies  had 
guarded  the  frontier  against  them.  You  remember  that  Marius 
fought  a  great  battle  against  the  Cimbri  and  Teutons  (p.  162), 
and  Caesar  drove  the  Germans  out  of  Gaul  (p.  164).  Most 
troublesome  were  the  Germans,  because  they  were  closest  to  the 
frontier.  Caesar  tells  us  something  about  them,  and  Tacitus,  in 
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A  German  Fort  Being  Attacked  by  Roman  Soldiers 
This  scene  is  portrayed  in  one  of  the  reliefs  on  Trajan’s  column. 

his  Germania,  tells  us  more.  According  to  him,  they  had  “fierce 
blue  eyes  and  reddish  hair;  great  bodies,  especially  powerful  for 
attack,  but  not  equally  patient  for  hard  work;  little  able  to  with¬ 
stand  heat  and  thirst,  though  by  climate  and  soil  inured  to  cold 
and  hunger.”  They  lived  in  villages  and  raised  a  little  grain  for 
food,  but  liked  best  to  be  on  the  move,  to  engage  in  hunting,  and 
best  of  all  to  plunder  rich  cities  if  they  could  get  at  them. 

Except  for  the  Roman  armies  on  the  frontier  they  would  long 
since  have  swarmed  into  the  empire  and  plundered  it.  But  for 
centuries  many  of  them  had  been  allowed  to  come  into  the  empire 
to  enlist  in  the  armies,  to  become  tenants  on  the  land,  or  to  serve 
as  domestic  servants.  So  long  as  they  did  not  come  in  too  great 
numbers  they  were  easily  “Romanized,”  just  as  foreign  immigrants 
into  the  United  States  have  been  “Americanized.”  That  is,  they 
learned  the  Latin  language,  adopted  Roman  customs,  married  with 
Romans,  and  became  Roman  citizens.  In  the  fifth  century  men 
of  German  descent  made  up  more  than  half  of  the  armies,  occu¬ 
pied  a  great  deal  of  the  land  along  the  frontiers,  and  filled  high 
offices  in  the  government. 
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There  was  nothing  alarming  in  this,  but  in  this  century,  the 
fifth  century,  Germans  began  to  break  through  the  frontier  too 
rapidly  and  in  too  great  numbers  to  be  “Romanized.”  The  prin¬ 
cipal  tribes  that  came  in  were:  Goths,  Vandals,  Franks,  Burgun¬ 
dians,  and  Angles  and  Saxons.  As  early  as  378  the  Goths  learned 
that  they  had  nothing  to  fear  from  Roman  armies  by  utterly 
defeating  a  Roman  army  and  killing  the  Emperor  Valens  at 
Adrianople.  Under  an  able  leader,  Alaric,  they  captured  and 
sacked  the  city  of  Rome  in  410,  and  from  Italy  moved  on  into 
southern  Gaul  and  Spain,  where  they  established  a  Gothic  king¬ 
dom.  About  the  same  time  a  horde  of  Vandals  (from  which  we 
get  our  word  “Vandalism” )  moved  into  southern  Gaul,  from  Gaul 
into  Spain  and  from  Spain  across  into  northern  Africa.  There 
they  destroyed  Roman  power  by  conquering  the  city  of  Carthage, 
and  in  455  they,  like  the  Goths  before  them,  captured  and 
plundered  the  city  of  Rome.  Meantime,  Burgundians  occupied 
eastern  Gaul  (modern  Burgundy);  Franks  established  a  Frankish 
kingdom  in  northern  Gaul;  and  Angles  and  Saxons  invaded  and 
ultimately  conquered  Britain. 

During  this  time  Roman  emperors  continued  to  rule  in  Con- 


THE  FALL  OF  THE  ROMAN  EMPIRE 


201 


The  Barbarians  Invade  Rome 

Along  the  lava-paved  Appian  Way  ride  the  barbarians,  sweeping  all  before 
them.  From  a  modern  painting  by  V.  Checa. 

stantinople  and  Rome.  The  emperors  in  Constantinople  had 
trouble  with  the  Goths  and  Huns,  who  did  great  damage  to 
Macedonia  and  Greece.  It  was  in  this  southeastern  part  of  Europe 
and  in  Asia  Minor  that  part  of  the  Roman  Empire  survived  for 
another  thousand  years,  until  conquered  in  1456  by  Ottoman 
Turks.  But  in  the  west  the  empire  came  to  an  end.  In  the  fifth 
century  the  emperors  ruling  in  Rome  were  feeble  men,  mere 
puppets  of  the  armies,  which  were  now  mostly  German  and  com¬ 
manded  by  Germans.  In  476  the  emperor  at  Rome  was  a  certain 
Romulus,  called  Augustulus  (the  little  Augustus).  In  that  year 
a  German  military  leader,  Odovaker  (Odoacer)  carried  him  off  to 
end  his  days  in  a  villa  near  Naples.  Odovaker  himself  became 
ruler  at  Rome,  and  although  he  pretended  to  be  the  agent  of  the 
emperor  at  Constantinople  this  was  really  the  end  of  the  Roman 
Empire  in  the  west.  Italy,  north  Africa,  Spain,  Gaul,  Britain,  and 
western  Germany  now  comprised  new  kingdoms  set  up  by  German 
invaders. 

Decline  of  Graeco-Roman  civilization.  During  three  centuries 
(about  200-500)  the  growing  weakness  of  the  government,  the 
civil  wars,  the  increasing  poverty  of  the  people  led  to  a  steady 
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decline  in  civilization— a  return  to  semi-barbarism.  Old  buildings 
fell  into  ruin,  new  ones  were  not  so  well  constructed  nor  so 
beautiful.  With  less  demand  for  skilled  artisans  there  ceased  to 
be  any  of  talent.  During  the  early  empire  there  were  very  fine 
statues  of  the  emperors,  the  heads  and  faces  admirable;  but  there 
are  none  for  the  later  empire.  The  art  of  decoration  declined. 
For  the  Arch  of  Constantine,  which  is  fine  enough,  the  decorations 
had  to  be  taken  from  earlier  monuments.  As  the  educated  class 
became  impoverished,  interest  in  literature  virtually  disappeared, 
and  there  were  no  more  great  writers.  After  Archimedes,  there 
were  no  great  mathematicians;  after  Zeno  and  Epicurus,  few  phil¬ 
osophers.  Scholars  studied  Aristotle,  but  added  nothing  to  his 
ideas.  The  chief  disciple  of  Plato  was  Plotinus,  who  lived  at  the 
end  of  the  third  century;  but  Plotinus  did  not  understand  Plato. 
He  taught  that  truth  could  not  be  found  by  thinking,  by  exercising 
the  reason,  but  by  yielding  to  emotion,  by  waiting  for  some  inner 
mystical  revelation. 

Plotinus  was  typical  of  his  time.  As  life  became  more  confused, 
more  harsh  and  hopeless,  men  instinctively  turned  away  from 
thinking  about  real  things,  and  wished  to  have  faith  in  any  belief 
that  promised  them  escape  from  the  harsh  realities  of  life. 
Plotinus  was  for  the  educated.  But  there  arose  many  forms  of 
oriental  religion,  the  so-called  “mysteries,”  to  which  the  mass  of 
people  turned.  One  of  them  was  the  worship  of  the  “Great 
Mother,”  another  the  worship  of  the  Egyptian  goddess  Isis,  a  third 
the  worship  of  the  Persian  Mythras.  All  of  these  popular  religions 
were  accompanied  with  secret  rites  and  ceremonies;  all  of  them 
promised  the  believer  some  compensation  for  the  misery  and 
monotony  of  everyday  life.  Often  this  promised  relief  took  the 
form  of  a  happy  life  after  death.  But  of  all  new  religions  only  one 
turned  out  to  be  of  great  and  permanent  importance.  This  was 
the  Christian  religion,  which  was  to  become  the  dominant  faith 
of  all  European  peoples,  and  which  down  to  our  own  time  has 
exerted  a  profound  influence  upon  modern  civilization. 

The  Christian  religion:  How  in  spite  of  persecution  Christianity 
became  the  religion  of  the  Roman  Empire.  Asia  has  been  called 
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Vatican  Museum,  Rome 

A  Religious  Procession 

A  procession  in  honor  of  the  Egyptian  goddess  Isis  is  shown  in  this  bas-relief 
in  marble.  The  Egyptian  goddess  was  worshipped  extensively  at  Rome  in 

the  period  of  the  empire. 

the  birthplace  of  religions.  At  all  events  it  is  true  that  the  most 
widely  accepted  religions  in  the  world  today — Buddhism,  Hindu¬ 
ism,  Confucianism,  Mohammedanism,  and  Christianity — were  all 
founded  by  one  Asiatic  people  or  another.  Christianity,  which  for 
close  to  two  thousand  years  has  been  the  principal  religion  of 
Europe,  and  later  of  America,  arose  in  Palestine  among  the 
Hebrews.  From  the  Greeks  the  people  of  Europe  derived  their 
ideas  of  science  and  philosophy,  from  the  Romans  their  ideas  of 
government  and  law,  from  the  Hebrews  their  ideas  of  religion  and 
morality. 

We  have  already  learned  something  about  the  Hebrews  (p.  56). 
They  were  a  Semitic  people  who  came  into  Palestine  about  3000 
b.c.  There  they  developed  a  civilization  of  their  own,  which 
reached  its  greatest  glory  in  the  time  of  King  Solomon,  who  began 
to  reign  in  995  b.  c.  He  it  was  who  built  the  temple  at  Jerusalem, 
and  to  him  was  attributed  the  wisdom  of  the  Book  of  Proverbs  in 
the  Bible.  But  the  glory  and  prosperity  of  the  Hebrews  passed 
away.  Palestine  was  a  small  country,  no  more  than  sixty  miles 
wide  and  a  hundred  fifty  long.  Surrounded  by  more  aggressive 
and  powerful  peoples,  the  small  Hebrew  nation  found  it  difficult 
to  maintain  its  independence.  At  different  times  the  Hebrews 
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were  conquered  by  Babylonians,  by  Assyrians,  by  Persians,  and 
finally  by  the  Romans.  At  first  the  Romans  allowed  them  certain 
privileges  of  self-government,  but  the  Hebrews  hoped  to  regain 
their  national  independence.  A  rebellion  against  Roman  rule, 
which  broke  out  in  66  a.  d.,  was  suppressed  by  the  Emperor  Titus. 
The  temple  and  most  of  Jerusalem  were  destroyed.  Many  of  the 
Jews  left  Palestine  after  this  destruction  of  their  religious  center 
and  were  thenceforth  destined  to  live  scattered  among  the  nations 
of  the  earth  without  a  country  of  their  own. 

Perhaps  their  many  misfortunes  made  the  Hebrews  think  deeply 
about  the  meaning  of  life.  At  any  rate,  more  than  any  other 
ancient  people  except  the  Hindus,  they  gave  their  best  thought  to 
the  problem  of  religion  and  right  living.  What  they  thought 
about  such  matters  is  recorded  in  their  literature,  the  greater  part 
of  which  is  contained  in  the  Old  Testament  of  the  Bible.  Unlike 
most  ancient  people,  the  Hebrews  believed  not  in  many  gods  but 
in  one,  whom  they  called  Jahweh  or  Jehovah.  The  Book  of 
Genesis  tells  how  God  created  the  world  in  five  days,  and  on  the 
sixth  he  created  Adam  and  Eve,  free  from  sin  and  evil,  and  placed 
them  in  the  Garden  of  Eden  with  command  over  all  creatures  of 
the  earth.  But  by  disobeying  God’s  commands,  Adam  and  Eve 
were  corrupted,  sin  and  evil  entered  the  world,  and  men  were 
ever  after  condemned  to  suffer  misfortune.  Yet  the  Hebrew 
prophets  foretold  the  coming  of  a  "Messiah,”  a  son  of  God  who 
would  establish  a  new  kingdom  in  which  evil  men  would  be 
judged  and  punished,  and  good  men  rewarded.  In  the  time  of  the 
Emperor  Augustus  this  idea  was  not  confined  to  the  Hebrews: 
throughout  the  east  it  was  widely  believed  that  a  messiah  or 
saviour  would  sometime  come  and  make  the  world  better  for  the 
poor  and  oppressed. 

In  the  reign  of  the  Emperor  Augustus  Jesus  was  born  (4  b.c.). 
When  about  thirty  years  old  he  went  about  helping  the  poor, 
healing  the  sick,  and  teaching.  Fame  and  riches,  he  said,  were  of 
little  worth  compared  to  goodness  of  heart.  The  great  rule,  which 
he  taught  and  practiced,  was  to  do  to  others  what  you  would  have 
them  do  to  you.  Love  God  with  all  your  strength,  and  your 
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neighbor  as  yourself.  Such  was  God’s  message,  the  “Good  News” 
(Gospel)  of  the  kingdom  of  God,  which  he  brought  to  mankind. 

This  teaching  pleased  the  common  people.  But  as  it  offended 
those  in  authority,  Jesus  was  condemned  to  death.  He  was  cruci¬ 
fied— that  is,  nailed  to  a  cross  and  left  there  to  die.  Afterward, 
accounts  of  his  life,  death,  and  resurrection  were  written  down  by 
his  disciples,  and  may  be  found  in  the  first  four  books  of  the  New 
Testament.  It  is  a  beautiful  and  moving  story  that  any  man  could 
understand.  Jesus  had  died  as  a  sacrifice  for  the  sins  of  men.  All 
who  believed  in  him  and  followed  his  teaching  would  be  saved— 
that  is,  be  freed  from  sin  and  after  death  have  everlasting  happiness. 

Not  many  of  the  Hebrews  accepted  this  faith,  and  those  who 
did  believed  that  the  message  of  Jesus  was  intended  only  for  those 
who  believed  in  the  Hebrew  religion.  Paul  of  Tarsus,  a  Hebrew 
who  knew  the  Greek  language,  carried  the  new  religion  to  the 
Gentiles  (non-Jews)  in  Asia  Minor,  Macedonia,  and  Greece. 
Then  the  followers  of  “Christ”  (a  Greek  word  for  Messiah)  came 
to  be  called  Christians.  Thus  Christianity  began  to  spread  through¬ 
out  the  Roman  Empire. 

The  new  religion  did  not  make  an  immediate  appeal  to  the 
upper  classes  of  society.  To  the  philosophers,  the  rich,  and  the 
powerful,  the  Christian  virtues  of  poverty  and  humility  seemed 
suitable  only  for  slaves.  The  humble  Christians,  who  gathered 
secretly  to  comfort  one  another,  were  despised.  Nevertheless,  as 
life  was  becoming  more  discouraging  and  hopeless  in  the  declining 
empire,  more  and  more  people  found  hope  in  Christianity. 

Alone  of  all  the  many  religions  in  the  empire,  Christianity  was 
outlawed  by  the  Roman  government,  and  thousands  of  Christians 
were  put  to  death  in  an  effort  to  suppress  it.  The  reason  the 
Roman  government  refused  to  tolerate  Christianity  was  that 
Christians  refused  to  recognize  the  supremacy  of  the  emperors: 
they  declared  that  their  first  allegiance  was  to  God,  and  would 
not  perform  the  ceremonies  in  honor  of  the  emperor’s  statue 
which  were  required  of  all  citizens.  Christians  were  persecuted, 
not  because  they  accepted  a  new  religion,  but  because  they  were 
regarded  as  disloyal  citizens. 
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In  spite  of  persecution,  perhaps  because  of  it,  the  Christian 
religion  spread  throughout  the  empire,  especially  in  the  third  and 
fourth  centuries,  when  life  for  the  majority  of  men  was  becoming 
harsh  and  hopeless.  At  last  the  emperors  abandoned  the  attempt 
to  suppress  it.  In  311  the  Emperor  Galerius  issued  a  decree  of 
toleration.  His  successor,  Constantine,  became  himself  a  Chris¬ 
tian,  and  at  the  Council  of  Nicaea  (325)  the  Christian  doctrine 
was  officially  established  by  the  Nicene  Creed.  Thereafter  Chris¬ 
tianity  rapidly  became  the  religion  of  the  majority,  and  during  the 
reign  of  Theodosius  (379-395)  it  was  made  the  one  religion  of 
the  empire;  all  others  were  legally  banned. 

These  measures  had  a  profound  effect  upon  the  Christian  re¬ 
ligion.  It  ceased  to  be  the  despised  faith  of  the  poor,  and  became 
the  respectable  religion  of  all— the  rich  and  powerful  as  well  as 
the  humble.  Churches  acquired  property,  and  were  drawn  to¬ 
gether  in  a  single  organization  modeled  in  part  on  the  organization 
of  the  imperial  government.  In  the  most  important  cities  were 
the  highest  officials  of  the  church,  called  metropolitans  or  arch¬ 
bishops;  in  lesser  cities  there  were  bishops;  in  the  smaller  centers 
there  were  parish  priests.  Throughout  the  empire  the  church  thus 
became  a  highly  organized,  wealthy  and  powerful  institution,  in 
which  authority  came  from  above  down,  the  priest  being  subject 
to  his  bishop,  the  bishop  to  his  metropolitan.  These  officials 
governed  the  church,  managed  its  property,  and  administered  its 
religion  to  the  people.  It  was  for  them  to  determine  what  the 
people  should  believe,  and  how  they  should  conduct  their  lives. 

When  the  imperial  government  disappeared  in  the  west,  this 
powerful  Roman  Church  remained.  During  the  centuries  of 
political  division  and  increasing  barbarism,  it  was  the  one  thing 
that  united  the  people,  the  one  thing  capable  of  preserving  some 
measure  of  the  learning  and  civilization  of  the  old  Roman  world. 

The  dark  ages  in  western  Europe:  five  centuries  of  semi-barbarism, 
500-1000.  The  term  “Middle  Ages”  has  long  been  used  to  denote 
the  thousand  years  following  the  fall  of  the  Roman  Empire  in  the 
west.  It  was  once  thought  that  this  was  a  time  of  ignorance  and 
superstition— the  “Dark  Ages.”  Many  people  still  think  so,  still 
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At  the  left  appears  King  Edgar  as  an  artist  portrayed  him  in  his  Book  of 
Grants  to  the  Abbey  of  Winchester.  In  the  middle  is  a  figure  in  royal  cos¬ 
tume;  on  the  right,  a  noble  Saxon  youth. 

think  that  “medieval”  means  much  the  same  as  barbarism.  This 
is  a  great  mistake.  We  must  make  a  distinction  between  the  early 
and  late  “Middle  Ages.”  In  general  the  period  from  about  1000 
to  1500  was  a  time  of  recovery,  of  rapid  advance  in  civilization. 
But  the  first  five  centuries  of  the  Middle  Ages  (from  about  500  to 
1000)  was  a  period  of  increasing  confusion,  of  decline  into  semi¬ 
barbarism.  This  first  period  is  the  real  “Dark  Age.” 

During  this  time  orderly  government  broke  down  except  for 
short  periods  and  in  a  few  places.  None  of  the  kingdoms  estab¬ 
lished  by  invading  German  tribes  lasted  long,  or  was  very  stable 
while  it  did  last.  In  Britain  the  Angles  and  Saxons  destroyed  the 
Roman  civilization  that  had  long  flourished  there,  and  for  cen¬ 
turies  there  small  kingdoms  fought  among  themselves  for  suprem¬ 
acy.  Not  until  1066  was  the  country  we  know  as  England 
permanently  united  under  one  strong  king  (William  the  Con¬ 
queror,  p.  249).  Kingdoms  established  by  Goths  and  Vandals  in 
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Spain  and  Africa  were  soon  destroyed  by  the  Arab  conquest  (p. 
222).  The  most  powerful  and  important  of  the  barbarian  king¬ 
doms  was  that  established  by  the  Franks  in  Gaul.  Late  in  the 
eighth  century  an  able  Frankish  King,  Charles  the  Great  (Char¬ 
lemagne),  extended  his  power  over  all  Gaul,  part  of  Spain  and 
Italy,  and  most  of  what  we  know  as  Germany.  His  kingdom  thus 
included  the  greater  part  of  the  former  western  Roman  Empire, 
and  in  the  year  800  Charlemagne  went  to  Rome  and  was  crowned 
as  Roman  emperor  by  the  head  of  the  church.  During  his  rule 
there  was  a  certain  revival  of  education,  art,  and  literature.  But 
his  kingdom,  although  it  had  been  called  the  Roman  Empire,  did 
not  last.  In  843  it  was  divided  among  his  grandsons  and  during 
the  ninth  century  their  kingdoms  broke  up  into  still  smaller  ones. 

The  feudal  system.  The  two  centuries  following  the  death  of 
Charlemagne  are  the  darkest  of  all.  With  the  breakdown  of 
government  over  large  areas,  regular  communication  throughout 
western  Europe  came  to  an  end.  Roads  and  bridges  fell  into  dis¬ 
repair.  Commerce  disappeared,  cities  decayed,  the  useful  arts 
declined.  People  lived  in  small  isolated  villages  and  supported 
themselves  as  best  they  could  by  raising  their  own  food  and  mak¬ 
ing  their  own  clothing  and  tools.  As  the  kings  were  unable  to 
preserve  order,  the  mass  of  the  people  came  to  depend  on  their 
landlords  for  protection,  and  the  landlords  in  turn  exacted  obedi¬ 
ence,  services,  and  rents  from  the  people  who  lived  in  their 
villages. 

Thus  in  the  course  of  centuries  there  arose  what  is  called  the 
“feudal  system.”  During  the  ninth  and  tenth  centuries,  the 
kingdoms  which  the  Germans  had  established  broke  up  into 
thousands  of  parts,  each  of  which  was  ruled  by  a  landlord.  The 
landlords  had  three  kinds  of  control  over  the  people  on  their 
estates.  First  of  all,  they  had  certain  rights  of  ownership,  which 
permitted  them  to  take  rent  from  their  tenants.  They  were  sup¬ 
ported  by  a  share  of  the  crops  and  by  the  labor  of  the  people  who 
worked  their  land.  Second,  the  landlords,  who  fought  on  horse¬ 
back  in  armor  to  protect  their  estates  and  tenants,  were  powerful 
enough  to  actually  govern  their  people  without  ever  asking  the 


THE  FALL  OF  THE  ROMAN  EMPIRE 


209 


The  castle  is  bordered  on  three  sides  by  streams  and  protected  on  the  fourth 
by  a  ditch.  A  wooden  palisade  afforded  further  protection.  The  dwelling 
(donjon)  of  the  chief  was  on  a  mound  eighty-seven  feet  in  diameter,  pro¬ 
tected  by  a  ditch.  All  buildings  in  the  enclosure  were  of  wood.  On  top 
of  the  donjon  is  a  watch-tower;  in  the  lower  right  corner,  a  bakehouse. 

kings  how  it  should  be  done.  In  the  third  place,  landlords  ruled 
and  exploited  their  people  (villeins  or  serfs)  more  easily  because 
they  posed  as  highborn  nobles,  who  were  privileged  by  blood  to 
browbeat  and  humiliate  all  lowborn,  working  folk. 

Thus  each  landlord,  we  might  say,  had  set  up  his  own  private 
government  over  the  people  who  lived  on  his  estate.  A  small, 
military,  landholding  aristocracy  had  pushed  the  kings  aside  and 
established  itself  at  the  top  of  society. 

Supported  by  the  labor  of  their  serfs,  the  landlords  devoted 
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their  energies  chiefly  to  fighting  one  another.  War,  they  held,  was 
a  noble  occupation,  but  work  was  ignoble.  They  made  raids  into 
lands  of  other  lords  to  destroy  crops  and  steal  cattle;  then  the 
peasants  often  died  of  famine  because  their  food  was  gone.  Every 
lord,  of  course,  tried  to  defend  his  own  serfs  who  supported  him, 
and  had  his  castle  to  protect  his  family  and  serfs. 

At  first  the  castle  was  a  crude  structure  of  timber  and  earth 
(stone  castles  were  not  built  till  the  twelfth  century)  on  a  hill 
or  mound,  surrounded  by  a  ditch  or  moat.  The  moat  was  filled 
with  water  and  could  be  crossed  only  by  a  drawbridge — a  bridge 
which  could  be  drawn  up  to  bar  the  entrance  to  the  castle.  The 
castle  was  at  once  a  home  and  a  fortress,  where  the  lord  and  his  fight¬ 
ing  men  lived.  From  it  the  lord  sallied  forth  on  his  raids;  when 
driven  back  into  his  castle,  the  lord  could  withstand  a  long  siege  if 
his  food  held  out,  for  castles  were  not  easy  to  capture  by  assault. 

For  protection  against  other  lords  and  to  increase  his  own  mili¬ 
tary  strength,  the  lord  made  alliances  with  other  lords.  Great 
lords  leased  some  of  their  estates  (stocked  with  tenants)  to  other 
lords,  who  became  their  'Vassals.”  Estates  so  leased  were  called 
“fiefs”  (or  “feuds,”  whence  comes  the  word  feudal),  and  they  were 
held  on  hereditary  tenure.  Small  landlords,  not  strong  enough  to 
protect  their  estates,  gave  them  to  greater  lords,  retained  the  use  of 
their  lands  as  fiefs,  and  became  vassals.  For  the  use  of  a  fief  a 
vassal  had  each  year  to  help  his  lord  fight  a  certain  number  of 
days,  usually  forty.  He  had  also  to  do  a  sort  of  jury  service  in  his 
lord's  court.  When  the  lord  had  unusual  expenses,  such  as  raising 
a  ransom  when  he  was  captured,  or  providing  a  dowry  when  his 
daughter  married,  his  vassal  had  to  help  him  out  with  contributions 
known  as  “aids.”  But  when  the  vassal  had  done  all  that  he  had 
contracted  to  do  for  his  fief,  he  was  a  free  man;  free  to  be  a 
“rugged  individualist”  and  get  what  he  could  for  himself. 

In  this  confusing  network  of  alliances  and  contracts  between 
lords,  the  king  was  only  an  overlord,  who  had  “to  live  on  his 
own,”  that  is,  support  himself  with  what  was  raised  on  his  own 
estates.  The  king  had  to  make  war  as  other  lords  did— with  the 
aid  of  his  own  vassals.  As  a. form  of  government,  therefore,  feudal- 
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ism  in  the  tenth  and  eleventh  centuries  was  little  more  than  a 
regulated  system  of  private  warfare  between  landlords.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  it  did  provide  enough  protection  to  permit  the  people  of  the 
west  to  begin  to  rebuild  civilization.  By  the  twelfth  century, 
under  this  feudal  system,  the  west  had  turned  the  corner;  civiliza¬ 
tion  had  ceased  to  decline  and  had  begun  to  revive — to  advance 
toward  modern  civilization. 

Civilization  in  the  west  then  had  to  be  rebuilt  from  the  very 
bottom,  for  during  the  long  time  of  feudal  anarchy  it  had  sunk 
to  a  low  level.  Learning  and  the  arts  had  virtually  disappeared. 
There  was  no  longer  any  great  literature,  and  little  writing  of  any 
sort  except  official  documents  and  a  few  chronicles  compiled  by 
monks  in  monasteries.  In  Roman  times  the  people  spoke  a  com¬ 
mon  language  (Latin),  but  knowledge  of  Latin  was  now  confined 
to  the  clergy,  and  there  was  no  common  language  spoken  by  the 
people  of  the  west.  In  Britain  the  Angles  and  Saxons  imposed 
their  language  on  the  conquered  people,  so  that  the  English 
language  was  in  origin  Saxon,  and  many  of  the  words  we  use  every 
day  are  derived  from  the  early  Saxon  speech.  In  Gaul,  Spain,  and 
Italy  invading  Germans  were  too  few  to  impose  their  language  on 
the  conquered  people,  so  that  the  languages  spoken  in  these  coun¬ 
tries  have  all  come  from  Latin.  In  the  countries  beyond  the 
frontiers  of  the  old  Roman  Empire— in  Germany,  Holland,  Den¬ 
mark,  Norway,  Sweden — the  language  spoken  by  the  people  was 
in  each  case  a  form  of  the  “Germanic”  or  “Teutonic”  language. 
Thus  western  Europe  became  divided  in  language  as  well  as  in 
government. 
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Medieval  Writing 

The  two  top  lines  are  Irish  script  from  the  Book  of  Kells.  The  three  lines 
just  below  are  Caroline  Minuscule.  Below  them  are  two  lines  of  humanistic 

script. 

Feudalism  and  the  Roman  Church.  In  this  age  of  feudal  anarchy 
one  thing  only  united  the  people  of  western  Europe — the  Chris¬ 
tian  religion  and  the  Roman  Church.  With  the  decline  of  civil¬ 
ization  and  the  breakup  of  the  Roman  Empire  in  the  west,  the 
western  churches  ceased  to  have  anything  to  do  with  the  churches 
of  the  east.  But  at  the  same  time  they  themselves  came  to  be 
more  effectively  united  under  the  leadership  of  the  bishop  of 
Rome.  The  bishop  of  Rome  had  come  to  be  regarded  as  head  of 
all  western  churches,  and  for  that  reason  was  called  the  Pope,  that 
is  to  say  “Father.” 

Three  things  help  to  explain  why  the  bishop  of  Rome  should 
have  become  leader  of  the  other  bishops.  First,  Rome  was  the 
greatest  city;  for  centuries  it  had  been  the  capital  of  the  empire; 
and  the  bishop  of  Rome  would  naturally  be  looked  up  to  as  more 
important  than  other  bishops.  Second,  it  was  believed  that  Peter, 
one  of  the  disciples  of  Jesus,  was  the  founder  of  the  first  church 
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at  Rome.  The  saying  of  Jesus,  “On  this  rock  (petra)  I  will  build 
my  church,”  was  therefore  taken  to  mean  that  the  church  founded 
by  Peter  should  be  the 
head  of  all  the  other 
churches.  Third,  it  hap¬ 
pened  that  some  of  the 
early  bishops  of  Rome 
were  very  able  men. 

These  men,  especially 
Leo  the  Great  (440-461 ) 
and  Gregory  the  Great 
(590-604),  by  claiming 
and  exercising  authority 
over  other  bishops,  and 
by  their  efforts  to  con¬ 
vert  the  invading  bar¬ 
barian  tribes  to  Christi¬ 
anity,  did  much  to  estab¬ 
lish  the  authority  of  the 
bishop  of  Rome  (the  Pope)  over  all  the  churches  of  western 
Europe. 

Besides  the  bishops  and  priests,  who  were  called  the  “secular” 
clergy,  there  were  monks,  called  the  “regular”  clergy,  because  they 
lived  apart  from  the  world  according  to  a  strict  monastic  “rule” 
(regula).  The  idea  that  to  live  the  ideal  life  one  must  retire  from 
the  world,  abandon  one’s  possessions  and  pleasures,  and  devote 
oneself  to  meditation,  is  much  older  than  Christianity.  The 
ancient  Chinese  and  Hindus  had  this  idea  too  (pp.  35,  37).  The 
first  Christian  monks  or  “hermits”  appeared  in  the  east;  but  a 
monastery  founded  by  St.  Benedict  at  Monte  Cassino  about  520 
became  the  model  for  monastic  life  in  the  west. 

St.  Benedict  required  his  monks  to  take  the  oath  of  “poverty, 
chastity,  and  obedience,”  to  live  a  simple  life  of  labor,  study,  and 
prayer.  All  over  western  Europe,  in  the  course  of  time,  similar 
monasteries  were  established  which  accepted  the  “Benedictine 
rule.”  The  monks,  so  far  as  they  observed  strict  monastic  rule, 
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A  Medieval  Monastery 

Such  a  monastery  was  a  little  community,  with  a  church  or  chapel,  kitchens, 
gardens,  and  dormitories.  From  a  drawing  by  W.  Hollar. 

were  regarded  by  the  people  as  living  examples  of  the  ideal 
Christian  life. 

Thus  the  people  of  western  Europe,  although  divided  in  every 
other  way,  were  in  some  measure  united  by  the  Christian  religion 
and  the  Roman  Church.  But  in  the  ninth  and  tenth  centuries, 
when  feudal  anarchy  everywhere  prevailed,  even  these  bonds  of 
union  were  being  broken.  The  church  itself  was  affected  by  the 
general  decline  in  civilization.  Monks  too  often  forgot  the  strict 
rule  by  which  they  were  supposed  to  live,  and  monasteries  were 
too  often  places  where  men  retired  to  live  in  comfort  and  security 
rather  than  to  lead  a  simple  life  of  labor,  fasting,  and  prayer. 
Priests  and  bishops  too  often  had  little  education,  and  were  more 
occupied  with  worldly  affairs  than  with  the  teaching  of  religion  and 
morality.  Bishops  were  apt  to  regard  church  lands  as  their  private 
property,  and  many  of  them  were  little  more  than  great  landed 
proprietors— “lords”  and  “vassals”  who,  like  nobles,  swore  alle¬ 
giance  and  furnished  military  aid  to  “overlords,”  and  like  any  noble 
fought  to  defend  or  to  extend  their  possessions  and  power.  In  this 
“Dark  Age”  the  church  itself  was  becoming  “feudalized”;  like  the 
world  which  it  tried  to  lead,  it  too  was  sinking  into  semi-barbarism. 

During  this  Dark  Age  of  semi-barbarism,  the  people  of  western 
Europe  knew  little  about  the  outside  world — about  the  Roman 
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Empire  which  still  existed  in  the  east,  or  the  new  Moslem  civiliza¬ 
tion  which  had  been  established  as  a  result  of  Arab  conquests. 
We  must  now  learn  something  about  these,  and  first  about  the 
Eastern  Roman  Empire. 

II.  The  Eastern  or  Byzantine  Empire,  500-1456 

Although  the  Roman  Empire  disappeared  in  the  west,  emperors 
continued  to  rule  at  Constantinople  in  the  east.  After  Constan¬ 
tine  (p.  197)  the  greatest  of  the  emperors  was  Justinian  ( 527—565 )  * 
His  most  lasting  achievement  was  the  codification  of  Roman  law 
(p.  185).  But  most  of  his  long  reign  was  devoted  to  defending 
the  empire  against  attack  from  without— Persians  on  the  east, 
Avars,  Bulgars,  and  Slavs  on  the  north.  Justinian  even  made  a 
reconquest  of  northern  Africa,  Italy,  and  part  of  Spain,  and  thus 
restored  the  empire  in  the  west  for  a  time.  But  for  a  time  only. 
Much  of  Italy  was  soon  lost  again;  in  the  seventh  century  the 
Arabs  conquered  Syria,  Egypt,  northern  Africa,  and  Spain;  and 
thereafter  the  eastern  empire  was  confined  to  Asia  Minor,  Mace¬ 
donia,  and  Greece.  In  these  regions  it  lasted  for  nearly  a  thousand 
years  longer.  This  remnant  of  the  great  Roman  Empire  is  known 
as  the  Greek  or  Byzantine  Empire,  and  the  civilization  which  it 
preserved  is  known  as  Byzantine  civilization. 

Byzantine  civilization  was  a  continuation,  but  also  a  modifi¬ 
cation,  of  ancient  Greek  and  Plellenistic  civilization.  The  Latin 
language,  never  much  used  in  the  east,  ceased  to  be  used  at 
all.  The  common  language  was  Greek,  as  it  had  always  been;  but 
a  Greek  so  changed  by  the  influence  of  other  languages — Asiatic 
and  barbarian— that  it  could  not  have  been  understood  by  Greeks 
living  in  the  time  of  Plato  and  Aristotle.  There  were,  in  fact, 
three  kinds  of  Greek  in  use.  When  a  Byzantine  gentleman  spoke 
to  his  servants,  he  had  to  use  one  kind  of  Greek— the  Greek 
spoken  by  the  common  people.  When  he  talked  with  his  friends, 
he  used  another  kind— the  Greek  of  the  educated  classes.  But  if 
he  wrote  a  poem  or  an  essay  or  a  scholarly  book  he  had  to  use  still 
another  kind— “literary”  Greek.  Literary  Greek  preserved  the 
forms  and  vocabulary  used  by  ancient  writers.  It  was  so  different 
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from  the  spoken  language  that  it  had  to  be  learned  like  a  foreign 
language.  It  was  in  fact  a  “dead”  language,  very  much  as  Old 
English  is  a  dead  language  to  us. 

Great  literature  can  be  produced  only  if  written  in  a  living 
language— the  language  that  is  spoken  by  the  people.  This  is  one 
reason  why  Byzantine  writers,  during  a  thousand  years,  produced 
nothing  of  great  importance— they  wrote  in  a  dead  language.  In¬ 
stead  of  studying  the  world  in  which  they  lived,  they  studied 
ancient  writers— Homer,  Herodotus,  Thucydides,  Sophocles.  In¬ 
stead  of  expressing  their  own  ideas  in  their  own  way,  they  imitated 
the  ideas  and  the  style  of  great  writers  of  the  past.  It  is  as  if  a 
modern  novelist  should  try  to  write  stories  like  those  in  the 
Canterbury  Tales,  in  the  language  of  Chaucer. 

Likewise,  in  science  and  learning  little  or  nothing  new  appeared. 
Scholars  read  and  copied  and  commented  upon  the  famous  Greek 
scientists  and  scholars  of  the  past,  without  adding  anything  of 
their  own.  But  although  Byzantine  civilization  produced  little  or 
nothing  that  was  new,  it  helped  to  preserve  and  to  pass  on  to 
modern  times  a  knowledge  of  the  art  and  literature,  the  science 
and  philosophy  of  the  ancient  Greeks.  This  was  its  great  contri¬ 
bution  to  modern  civilization. 

Byzantine  civilization  was  important  for  another  reason.  It  de¬ 
veloped  and  preserved  that  form  of  Christianity  which  is  known 
as  the  Greek  or  “Orthodox”  faith.  We  have  already  seen  that  in 
the  fourth  century  Christianity  became  the  established  religion 
throughout  the  Roman  Empire  (p.  206).  But  after  the  breakup 
of  the  empire  there  developed  two  distinct  forms  of  Christian 
faith  and  practice.  Western  churches  were  united  under  the 
supremacy  of  the  Pope  at  Rome.  But  churches  in  the  east  re¬ 
mained  subject  to  the  government  of  the  empire  at  Constan¬ 
tinople.  In  the  course  of  time  the  doctrines  and  ceremonies  of 
eastern  churches  came  to  differ  somewhat  from  those  of  western 
churches,  and  in  the  eleventh  century  there  was  a  formal  separa¬ 
tion:  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  the  west;  the  Greek  or 
“Orthodox”  church  in  the  east.  This  distinction  has  remained  to 
the  present  time.  A  good  part  of  western  Europe  is  still  Roman 
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Catholic.  The  Greek  or  Orthodox  faith  was,  until  the  recent 
revolution,  the  chief  religion  in  Russia,  and  is  still  the  religion  of 
many  people  in  southeastern  Europe.  The  peoples  of  eastern 
Europe  acquired  much  Greek  civilization  along  with  Greek 
Christianity. 

Of  the  countries  which  once  comprised  the  Roman  Empire, 
we  have  seen  what  happened  in  Europe — the  rise  of  feudalism 
and  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  the  west,  the  Byzantine  Em¬ 
pire  and  civilization  in  the  east.  There  remains  that  part  of  the 
Roman  Empire  which  included  western  Asia,  northern  Africa,  and 
Spain.  We  must  now  study  the  new  Moslem  civilization  which 
arose  in  Arabia  and  spread  throughout  these  countries. 

III.  The  Conquests  of  the  Arabs 

Moslem  civilization:  (I)  Arabia  and  the  Arabs  in  the  time  of 
Mohammed  the  Prophet.  History  is  full  of  surprises— of  events  that 
no  one  could  have  foreseen.  In  the  sixth  century  no  one  could 
have  foreseen  that  the  Arabs  would  suddenly  become  a  great 
power  in  the  world.  Yet  during  the  next  hundred  years  they 
made  a  swift  conquest  of  western  Asia,  northern  Africa,  and  Spain; 
and  within  this  empire  developed  a  civilization  (known  as  Mos¬ 
lem)  far  more  advanced  than  that  of  western  Europe  at  that 
time,  and  more  brilliant  and  original  than  that  of  the  Byzantine 
Empire.  One  cause  of  these  unforeseen  events  was  the  man 
Mohammed  and  the  new  religion  he  founded.  But  before  study¬ 
ing  Mohammed  and  his  new  religion,  we  must  learn  something 
about  his  country  and  his  people. 

Arabia  is  a  large  country,  the  peninsula  made  by  the  Red  Sea, 
the  Persian  Gulf,  and  the  Indian  Ocean.  On  account  of  the 
climate  and  the  nature  of  the  soil  it  is  divided  into  two  distinct 
regions.  The  only  fertile  land  is  the  narrow  strip  along  the  sea 
coast  on  three  sides.  The  interior  is  a  semi-desert,  with  sparse 
and  temporary  vegetation  created  by  shifting  rains.  For  these 
reasons  the  coast-dwellers  lived  in  a  quite  different  way  from  that 
of  the  desert-dwellers.  The  former  lived  a  settled  life  on  farms 
and  in  cities,  and  their  chief  source  of  wealth  was  commerce.  In 


218 


MEDIEVAL  CIVILIZATION 


Mohammed’s  time  the  chief  city  was  Mecca,  located  about  fifty 
miles  from  the  Red  Sea.  It  was  the  starting  point  of  a  thriving 
camel-caravan  trade  with  the  tribes  of  the  interior,  and  especially 
with  the  countries  to  the  north— Palestine,  Syria,  Mesopotamia. 

The  desert-dwellers,  called  Bedouins ,  were  divided  into  many 
tribes,  each  under  the  leadership  of  a  sheik.  They  had  no  settled 
life,  no  cities,  no  farms.  Then  as  now  they  lived  in  tents  because 
they  were  always  on  the  move,  following  the  rains  in  search  of 
vegetation  for  their  herds  of  sheep  and  goats.  Yet  the  desert 
Bedouins  did  not  depend  wholly  upon  their  herds  for  a  living, 
and  they  were  more  than  mere  shepherds.  They  were  hardy, 
intrepid  fighters,  noted  for  their  splendid  horses  and  for  their  skill 
in  riding  them.  And  since  there  were  always  more  desert-dwellers 
than  could  easily  live  on  the  land,  the  tribes  were  in  perpetual 
conflict.  War  for  plunder  or  control  of  the  best  grass  lands  was 
therefore  an  established  and  honorable  way  of  making  a  living. 
It  was  equally  honorable,  and  far  more  profitable,  to  raid  the  slow- 
moving,  richly  laden  camel-caravans  that  regularly  crossed  the 
desert. 

The  Bedouins  made  up  the  great  majority  of  Arab  people.  Their 
life  was  primitive  and  their  land  barren;  nevertheless,  they  were 
a  proud  and  liberty-loving  people.  Although  illiterate,  they  were 
neither  ignorant  nor  unintelligent;  and  their  manner  of  life  in  the 
free  open  spaces  of  the  desert  developed  in  them  those  qualities 
which,  if  they  should  ever  become  united  in  a  common  cause, 
would  make  them  a  formidable  people  in  the  art  of  war  and  con¬ 
quest,  and  a  capable  people  in  the  art  of  civilized  living. 

The  chief  weakness  of  the  Arabs  was  not  in  themselves  but  in 
their  political  organization.  There  was  no  single  government  for 
Arabia  as  a  whole.  Nevertheless,  although  politically  divided  like 
the  Greeks,  the  Arabs  had,  like  the  Greeks,  many  things  in  com¬ 
mon  which  made  them  one  people.  They  spoke  a  common 
language  (Arabic);  and  had  a  literature  (not  as  yet  written  down) 
of  songs  and  stories  which  all  the  people  were  familiar  with. 
Arabs  were  also  united  by  certain  common  religious  customs. 
Although  each  region  had  its  local  deities,  all  the  people  united 
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in  venerating  the  square  temple  (Kaaba  or  “cube”)  at  Mecca, 
which  contained  statues  of  many  local  gods,  and  a  sacred  black 
stone  (probably  a  meteorite)  which  the  people  believed  had  fallen 
from  Heaven.  Every  year  thousands  of  people  from  all  over 
Arabia  made  pilgrimages  to  Mecca  to  worship  in  this  common 
temple. 

Mecca  was  thus  well  known  to  all  Arabs— a  kind  of  commer¬ 
cial  and  religious  capital  of  the  nation.  It  was  in  this  famous 
city  that  Mohammed  the  Prophet  appeared  and  founded  the  new 
religion  which  effectively  united  the  Arab  people 'and  inspired 
them  to  conquer  a  great  empire. 

Moslem  civilization:  (2)  Mohammed  the  Prophet  and  the  Moslem 
religion  which  he  founded,  570-632.  Mohammed  was  born  about 
the  year  570.  He  was  probably  of  humble  birth,  and  in  his  youth 
certainly  poor.  He  had  little  education,  but  being  employed  in 
the  caravan  trade  he  visited  Syria  and  thus  learned  much  about 
the  outside  world,  especially  about  the  religious  and  political  cus¬ 
toms  of  the  Hebrews  and  the  Christians.  As  a  young  man  he 
was  employed  as  a  commercial  agent  by  a  rich  widow  of  Mecca 
named  Khadija,  whom  he  afterwards  married.  He  was  said  to  be 
a  kindly  man  with  an  attractive  personality.  His  success  in  busi¬ 
ness  shows  that  he  had  a  talent  for  practical  affairs,  and  his  later 
career  proved  him  to  be  a  man  of  great  self-confidence,  and  one 
who  could  be  ruthless  in  gaining  his  own  ends. 

After  his  marriage,  being  then  a  man  of  wealth  and  leisure, 
Mohammed  became  more  and  more  interested  in  religion.  He 
knew  that  the  Hebrews  and  the  Christians  believed  in  one  God 
only,  and  this  seemed  to  him  much  better  than  the  Arab  custom 
of  believing  in  many.  He  knew  that  the  Hebrew  and  Christian 
God  had  his  prophets — Moses,  Abraham,  Noah,  Jesus.  Why 
might  there  not  be  another,  later  prophet?  He  began  to  think 
of  himself  as  this  other  and  later  prophet.  From  the  age  of  forty, 
he  regularly  spent  much  time  in  prayer  and  fasting;  and  on  these 
occasions  he  sometimes  experienced  intense  nervous  states  during 
which,  so  he  told  his  wife,  he  received  messages  from  the  angel 
Gabriel.  Regarding  these  messages  as  divine  revelations,  he  wrote 
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them  down,  and  they  were  afterwards  gathered  together  and  ar¬ 
ranged,  according  to  length  rather  than  according  to  subject 
matter,  in  114  chapters.  This  collection  of  Mohammed’s  mes¬ 
sages  is  called  the  Koran  (Quoran  or  “reading”),  and  is  the  sacred 
book  or  Bible  of  the  Mohammedan  religion. 

Mohammed  probably  never  read  the  Christian  Bible,  but  much 
of  the  Koran,  in  subject  matter  and  in  the  rich  imagery  of  the 
language,  reminds  us  of  it.  The  following  passages,  for  example, 
have  much  the  same  meaning  and  poetic  quality  that  we  find  in 
the  Psalms  of  David. 

Praise  be  to  Allah ,  Lord  of  the  Worlds , 

Merciful  and  compassionate , 

King  of  the  Day  of  Judgment! 

Praise  the  name  of  thy  Lord ,  the  Most  High , 

Who  created  and  designed  all  things ,  .  .  . 

Who  made  the  grass  to  grow  in  pastures  .  .  . 

Happy  is  he  who  purifies  himself 

And  remembers  the  name  of  the  Lord  in  prayer. 

The  Day  of  Smiting !  What  is  the  Day  of  Smiting ? 

The  Day  when  men  shall  be  scattered  moths , 

When  the  mountains  shall  be  flecks  of  carded  wool! 

Lie  whose  balance  is  well  weighted— he  shall  gain  life  joyful; 

He  whose  balance  is  yet  empty— he  shall  go  down  to  the  pit  of 
Hell. 

The  religion  established  by  Mohammed  is  in  English  usually 
called  Mohammedanism.  But  in  Arabic  it  is  called  Islam ,  which 
means  “submission  to  God.”  One  who  makes  this  submission  is 
a  Muslim  (in  English  Moslem).  Submission  consists  in  a  con¬ 
fession  of  faith,  in  these  words:  “There  is  no  God  but  Allah, 
and  Mohammed  is  His  prophet.”  After  making  confession,  the 
Moslem  submits  to  a  symbolical  cleansing  with  water  or  sand. 
He  is  required  to  pray  at  certain  times  during  the  day,  to  fast 
during  the  month  of  Ramadan,  and  once  at  least  to  make  a  pil¬ 
grimage  to  Mecca.  He  is  taught  that  after  death  there  will  be  a 
bodily  resurrection  and  a  future  life— for  the  faithful  in  Paradise, 
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for  the  infidel  in  Hell.  The  essence  of  Mohammed's  teaching 
is  submission  to  God,  repentance  for  sin,  and  the  practice  of  vir¬ 
tuous  conduct.  For  the  Moslem,  virtuous  conduct  includes 
the  practice  of  humility,  charity,  and  patience,  forgiving  one's 
enemies,  avoiding  malice,  lying,  avarice,  gambling,  and  the  use  of 
strong  drink. 

Having  formulated  his  religion,  Mohammed  began  to  preach  it. 
He  gained  a  few  followers,  but  in  Mecca  the  people  generally 
thought  Mohammed  a  crank,  a  crazy  poet,  and  ridiculed  his  be¬ 
lief  that  the  dead  could  come  to  life  again.  In  622  Mohammed 
and  his  followers  therefore  left  Mecca  and  went  to  the  city  of 
Yathrib  (afterwards  renamed  Medina,  “City  of  the  Prophet") 
where  the  people  were  more  friendly.  This  journey  is  called  the 
Hegira  (separation  from  Mecca),  and  622  became  the  date  from 
which  the  Mohammedans  reckoned  their  years,  just  as  the  birth 
of  Christ  was  taken  by  Christians  as  the  beginning  of  the  Chris¬ 
tian  calendar.  Even  in  Medina  Mohammed  met  with  resistance, 
and  he  decided  that  his  religion  would  have  to  be  spread  by 
fighting  as  well  as  by  preaching. 

Fighting  proved  more  successful.  In  627  he  became  master  of 
Medina,  and  in  630  he  was  accepted  at  Mecca,  which  was  hence¬ 
forth  to  be  the  center  of  the  new  religion.  In  that  city,  the  city 
of  his  birth,  the  Prophet  died  in  632. 

Moslem  civilization:  (3)  Expansion  of  the  Arab  Empire,  632-732. 
Since  Mohammed  had  no  son,  one  of  his  counselors,  Abu  Bekr, 
was  recognized  as  “Successor  to  the  Prophet," .  that  is,  Caliph. 
Upon  the  death  of  Abu  Bekr,  two  years  later,  he  was  succeeded 
by  Omar,  who  took  the  title  of  “Commander  of  the  Faithful." 
Thus  the  Caliph  became  something  more  than  head  of  the  Mos¬ 
lem  religion— he  was  also  ruler  of  the  state,  and  commander  of 
the  armies. 

When  Mohammed  died,  his  power  was  confined  to  the  region 
around  Mecca,  and  the  task  of  converting  the  Bedouins  was  left 
to  his  successors,  but  this  task  was  not  so  difficult  as  might  be 
supposed.  The  Bedouins  of  the  desert  readily  accepted  the  new 
religion,  partly  because  they  had  no  profound  attachment  to  the 
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old  one,  but  chiefly  because  submission  to  the  Caliph  gave  them 
an  opportunity  to  conquer  the  rich  countries  to  the  north,  where 
they  had  often  conducted  temporary  raids  before.  Furthermore, 
the  Bedouins  were  ready  to  leave  Arabia  because  prolonged  drouth 
was  making  it  difficult  for  all  of  them  to  live  there.  With  the 
warlike  Bedouin  tribes  united  under  his  command,  the  Caliph 
Omar  conquered  Syria,  Egypt,  and  part  of  the  Byzantine  Em¬ 
pire,  all  in  less  than  ten  years  (634-642).  Within  less  than 
twenty  years  (637-651)  he  and  his  successors  had  mastered 
Mesopotamia  and  the  greater  part  of  the  Persian  Empire. 

This  first  period  of  conquest  was  followed  by  a  brief  civil  war 
between  the  Caliph  Ali,  son-in-law  of  Mohammed,  and  a  power¬ 
ful  rival  family  named  Ommiad.  In  661,  with  the  assassination 
of  Ali,  the  Ommiad  family  gained  control,  and  moved  the  capital 
from  Medina  to  Damascus.  From  this  center  the  expansion  of 
the  Arab  empire  was  renewed.  Between  670  and  697  all  of 
northern  Africa  was  conquered.  The  warlike  tribes  of  Morocco 
provided  the  Arab  rulers  with  fresh  and  able  soldiers;  and  in  711 
a  certain  Gebel  Tarik  led  an  army  across  to  the  southern  point 
of  Spain  (Gibraltar,  from  Gebel  Tarik).  Within  a  few  years  the 
Visigothic  kingdom  was  destroyed,  and  Moslem  armies  crossed 
the  Pyrenees  into  southern  Gaul,  where  they  met  little  resistance 
until  they  reached  the  river  Loire.  There,  at  the  famous  battle 
of  Tours  (732),  they  were  decisively  defeated  by  the  Frankish 
ruler  Charles,  ever  after  known  as  Charles  Martel  (Charles  the 
Hammer) . 

This  date,  732,  may  be  taken  as  the  end  of  the  Arab  conquests. 
Within  exactly  a  hundred  years  from  the  death  of  Mohammed, 
the  Arabs  had  conquered  an  immense  empire,  extending  from 
the  Indus  River  and  the  Caspian  Sea  in  the  east  to  the  Pyrenees 
and  the  Atlantic  Ocean  in  the  west.  It  was  an  amazing  achieve¬ 
ment,  and  we  naturally  ask  how  the  Arabs,  hitherto  without 
much  power  in  the  world,  were  able  to  make  so  extensive  a  con¬ 
quest  in  so  short  a  time. 

One  reason  is  that  the  Arabs  were  led  by  able  commanders, 
and  were  themselves  hardy  fighters.  The  Bedouins  of  the  desert 
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had  always  lived  by  fighting,  they  loved  nothing  better  than  to 
fight,  and  their  skill  in  riding  splendid  Arabian  horses  made  their 
cavalry  troops  extremely  effective  in  battle.  Besides,  Arab  soldiers 
were  inspired  by  two  powerful  motives— love  of  gain  and  re¬ 
ligious  faith.  Mohammed  had  said  that  the  good  things  of  the 
earth  belong  to  the  faithful;  and  those  who  accepted  his  religion 
were  taught  that  it  was  a  duty  to  conquer  unbelievers  and  exact 
tribute  from  them.  The  soldiers  of  their  enemies  had  none  of 
these  advantages;  fighting  mostly  under  compulsion,  they  had 
little  to  gain  by  victory,  little  to  lose  by  defeat. 

But  the  chief  reason  for  Arab  success  is  that  the  people  whom 
they  conquered — in  Syria,  Egypt,  Mesopotamia,  and  North  Africa 
— had  little  interest  in  resisting.  They  felt  that  they  would  be 
at  least  no  worse  off  under  Arab  than  under  Byzantine,  Persian, 
or  Visigoth  rule.  And  they  found  in  fact  that  they  were  better 
off.  It  is  widely  believed  that  the  Arabs  forced  the  conquered 
people  to  choose  between  the  Moslem  religion  and  death.  This 
is  not  at  all  true.  The  Arabs  exacted  nothing  from  the  con¬ 
quered  people  except  tribute  or  taxes.  So  long  as  they  paid  these, 
they  were  allowed  even  more  freedom  than  under  their  former 
rulers. 
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Nevertheless,  a  great  many  of  the  conquered  people  readily 
accepted  the  Moslem  religion,  partly  because  in  the  early  years 
of  the  conquest  they  were  thereby  excused  from  tribute,  partly 
because  the  new  religion  made  few  exactions,  promised  them 
much,  and  was  after  all  not  very  different  from  the  religion  which 
they  formerly  professed.  Thus  every  Arab  conquest  added  some¬ 
thing,  in  man-power  and  in  religious  fervor,  to  the  Moslem  cause, 
and  so  made  further  conquests  possible. 

Within  this  immense  empire  conquered  by  the  Arabs  there 
gradually  developed  a  more  or  less  uniform  civilization.  Of  course 
it  was  not  created  by  the  Arabs  alone.  As  the  Romans  learned 
much  from  the  people  whom  they  conquered,  so  did  the  Arabs. 
Arab  civilization  was  a  subtle  mixture  of  Arabic,  Babylonian, 
Egyptian,  Hebrew,  Persian,  and  Greek  and  Roman  elements,  but 
it  was  the  Arabs  who  gave  to  this  mixture  its  peculiar  character. 
It  is,  therefore,  properly  called  Arabic  or  Moslem  civilization. 

Moslem  civilization:  (4)  The  Moslem  World  in  the  time  of 
Haroun-al-Raschid  and  his  successors,  786-809.  In  the  eighth  cen¬ 
tury  the  capital  of  the  Arab  empire  was  moved  from  Damascus 
to  Baghdad,  in  Mesopotamia,  the  center  of  the  oldest,  and  at 
that  time  the  most  prosperous  civilization  in  the  western  world. 
Its  wealth  came  from  a  happy  combination  of  agricultural,  indus¬ 
trial,  and  commercial  enterprise,  carried  on  without  any  destructive 
wars.  The  Arabs  were  excellent  farmers,  and  they  greatly  im¬ 
proved  the  production  of  cotton,  sugar,  and  several  fruits.  They 
were  skilled  artisans.  They  made  the  beautiful  and  durable 
“oriental  rugs7’  which  we  so  much  admire.  Their  knowledge  of 
tempering  steel  enabled  them  to  make  the  famous  “Damascus77 
and  “Toledo77  swords,  unequalled  for  their  lightness,  supple 
strength,  and  keen  cutting  edges.  Their  Cordova  leather  was  the 
best  in  the  world.  They  had  always  been  expert  caravan  traders, 
and  now  they  became  the  chief  carriers  of  world  commerce. 
They  replaced  the  Greeks  in  most  of  the  Mediterranean  trade, 
and  they  were  the  great  importers  into  western  Asia  and  Europe 
of  silks  and  tapestries  from  China,  spices  and  dyewoods  from  the 
Malay  Islands,  and  precious  stones  from  India.  Thus  wealth  ac- 
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cumulated,  and  the  Moslem  cities  of  Baghdad,  Damascus,  Cairo, 
and  Cordova  became  the  most  splendid  cities  of  that  time. 

In  Baghdad  the  Caliph  Haroun-al-Rascliid  and  his  successors 
lived  in  magnificent  splendor.  In  theory  the  Caliph  was  the 
supreme  ruler  of  the  empire,  as  well  as  supreme  head  of  the  Mos¬ 
lem  religion.  But  the  Arabs  had  not  the  Roman  genius  for  hold¬ 
ing  a  great  empire  together.  Actually,  therefore,  the  Caliphs  at 
Baghdad  ruled  only  in  the  northern  and  eastern  parts  of  the  Mos¬ 
lem  world.  Egypt  and  Spain  were  each  governed  by  rival  caliphs, 
their  respective  capitals  being  in  Cairo  and  in  Cordova.  In 
Morocco,  Tunis,  and  other  parts  of  the  empire,  other  rulers  called 
emirs  became  independent  of  the  caliphs.  Nevertheless,  these 
political  divisions  were  not  important.  The  emirs  regarded  the 
Caliph  as  superior  to  them  since  he  was  head  of  the  common 
religion,  and  on  the  whole  the  relations  between  the  several 
rulers  were  friendly  and  peaceful.  The  important  point  is  that 
the  people  of  these  regions  had  certain  things  in  common  which 
sharply  separated  them  from  the  rest  of  the  world,  especially  from 
the  Christian  world  of  Europe. 

The  chief  bond  of  unity  was  religion.  The  Arabs  did  not 
force  conquered  people  to  accept  the  religion  of  the  Prophet,  but 
in  time  most  of  them  did.  Thus  the  people  might  be  ruled  by 
different  rulers,  they  might  be  Arabs,  Hebrews,  Egyptians,  Greeks, 
Hindus,  or  Persians;  but  insofar  as  they  were  Moslems  they  felt 
that  they  all  belonged  to  the  same  community.  More  than  any¬ 
thing  else,  the  Moslem  religion  gave  to  Moslem  civilization  its 
particular  character,  just  as  Christianity  gave  a  particular  character 
to  the  civilization  of  western  Europe. 

Another  powerful  bond  of  union  was  the  Arabic  language.  As 
the  language  of  the  ruling  race,  it  was  everywhere  used  as  the 
language  of  government  and  law.  Besides,  the  Koran  was  in 
Arabic,  and,  since  the  Koran  was  not  translated,  all  educated 
Moslems  learned  Arabic  as  a  matter  of  duty  as  well  as  of  con¬ 
venience.  A  thousand  years  before,  Greeks  had  conquered  and 
“Hellenized”  western  Asia,  and  Greek  had  ever  since  been  the 
common  language  of  literature  and  learning  (p.  149).  Now  the 


A  Famous  Example  of  Moorish  Architecture 
The  Giralda,  built  by  the  Moors  in  Spain  at  Seville  (begun  in  the  twelfth 
century),  stands  beside  a  Roman  Catholic  cathedral.  This  drawing  was  made 
in  the  nineteenth  century  by  Asselineau. 
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Arabs  repeated  this  process,  and  Arabic  came  to  be  the  chief 
language  of  government,  of  commerce,  of  literature,  science,  and 
philosophy. 

In  this  expressive  language,  under  Haroun-al-Raschid  and  his 
successors,  the  Arabs  made  their  great  contribution  to  litera¬ 
ture.  They  wrote  poetry.,  drama,  history,  and  works  on  religion 
and  philosophy,  but  they  had  a  special  talent  for  fiction.  The 
Bedouin  Arabs  of  the  desert  had  always  been  passionately  fond 
of  stories— tales  of  tribal  wars  and  heroes,  even  of  famous  horses. 
As  they  became  more  civilized  by  contact  with  other  people, 
their  delight  in  stories  continued,  but  the  stories  became  more 
varied  in  subject  matter  and  more  subtle  in  form.  The  best  of 
their  tales,  many  of  them  borrowed  from  the  Greeks  and  the 
Persians,  reshaped  and  rewritten,  are  in  the  collection  The  Thou¬ 
sand  and  One  Nights ,  better  known  as  The  Arabian  Nights. 
This  collection  is  one  of  the  world’s  classics:  translated  into 
nearly  every  language,  it  is  still  read  with  delight  in  every  civilized 
country  in  the  world. 

In  painting  and  sculpture,  the  Arabs  produced  nothing  of  im¬ 
portance,  probably  because  they  were  forbidden  by  the  Koran  to 
make  images  of  human  beings  or  any  living  animal.  Their  chief 
contribution  to  art  is  in  architecture.  They  borrowed  from  all 
the  known  styles,  but  added  something  of  their  own,  and  thus 
constructed  buildings  of  striking  beauty  with  that  distinctive 
character  which  we  recognize  as  Arabic.  Their  most  famous 
buildings  were  mosques  (religious  temples ) —especially  those  at 
Cairo,  Baghdad,  and  Cordova.  The  special  features  of  these  build¬ 
ings  are  the  so-called  “horse-shoe  arch,”  domes,  cupolas,  and 
slender  minarets.  To  Americans  the  best  known  example  of 
Arabic  architecture  is  probably  the  Alhambra  in  Spain,  described 
by  Washington  Irving,  one  of  “the  sights”  for  American  tourists, 
made  familiar  by  innumerable  post  card  views.  Arab  mosques 
have  not  the  simplicity  and  perfection  of  the  Greek  Parthenon, 
or  the  solemn  grandeur  of  Christian  cathedrals,  such  as  Notre 
Dame  in  Paris.  Their  variety  in  design,  their  elaborate  and  grace¬ 
ful  decoration,  give  rather  an  impression  of  lavish,  yet  light  and 
delicate  splendor. 
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The  most  notable  contribution  of  the  Arabs  to  the  history  of 
civilization  was  neither  in  art  or  literature,  but  in  learning  and 
science.  Supported  by  the  caliphs,  Arab  scholars  translated,  and 
thus  helped  to  preserve,  writings  of  the  ancient  Greeks.  But 
then,  from  the  ninth  to  the  eleventh  centuries,  having  learned 
all  that  the  Greeks  could  teach  them,  they  developed  still  further 
the  sciences  of  geography,  optics,  medicine,  astronomy,  and 
mathematics. 

The  greatest  achievement  of  the  Arabs  was  in  mathematics. 
The  Greeks  had  formulated  the  principles  of  geometry  and  trigo¬ 
nometry;  the  Arabs  invented  algebra  (an  Arabic  word)  and  the 
decimal  system  of  arithmetic  which  we  all  now  use.  Any  school 
boy  can  do  simple  sums  in  addition,  subtraction,  multiplication, 
and  division.  But  suppose  you  had  only  Roman  numerals— I,  V, 
X,  L,  C,  D,  M,  and  combinations  of  these,  such  as  VI,  IX,  XL. 
With  these  please  multiply  CXXV  by  XIX,  or  divide  CCL  by 
XVII.  You  will  find  it  difficult. 

The  Romans  found  it  too  difficult.  Like  most  ancient  people 
they  used  a  system,  perhaps  first  invented  by  the  Chinese,  based 
on  the  abacus  (another  Arabic  word).  There  are  various  forms 
of  the  abacus.  One  is  a  frame  in  two  compartments  with  movable 
beads  or  counters  strung  on  wires  (Fig.  1). 
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Figure  1. 


The  value  of  each  counter  depends  upon  its  position.  Counters  on  the 
lowest  wire  in  the  right  compartment  have  a  value  of  one;  those  on  the  same 
wire  in  the  left  compartment  have  a  value  of  five.  Counters  on  the  wire 
immediately  above  have  a  value  ten  times  that  of  the  counters  below,  that 
is,  ten  in  the  right  compartment,  fifty  in  the  left  compartment.  Counters  on 
the  third  wire  have  a  value  ten  times  that  of  counters  on  the  wire  im¬ 
mediately  below,  and  so  on. 


To  do  simple  sums  on  the  abacus  is  not  difficult,  so  it  is  said, 
once  you  get  the  hang  of  it.  Still  it  seems  to  us  a  clumsy  system. 
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The  Hindus  simplified  the  abacus  by  inventing  the  written  sym¬ 
bols  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9.  With  these  in  place  of  counters,  a 
sheet  of  ruled  paper  or  parchment  could  be  used  instead  of  the 
frame  of  wires  (Fig.  2), 


Any  number  placed  in  the  first  column  at  the  right  has  its  ordinary  value; 
placed  one  column  to  the  left  its  value  is  increased  ten  times.  Thus  1  in 
the  first  column  is  one;  in  the  second  ten;  in  the  third  one  hundred;  in 
the  fourth  one  thousand.  The  number  9  in  the  ninth  column  is  nine 
hundred  million.  The  numbers  2,  6,  and  3  in  the  third,  second,  and  first 
columns,  respectively,  are  two  hundred  sixty-three;  moved  one  space  to  the 
left  they  are  two  thousand  six  hundred  thirty. 

This  system  was  much  better  than  the 
abacus.  The  Arabs  borrowed  the  symbols 
from  the  Hindus,  but  found  the  columns  a 
nuisance.  It  occurred  to  them  that  another 
symbol  might  be  used  to  do  what  the  col¬ 
umns  did— a  symbol  that  would  have  no 
value  except  to  show  the  position  of  the 
other  numbers.  So  the  Arabs  invented  an¬ 
other  svmbol,  the  zero.  With  the  zero  to 
show  the  position  of  the  other  numbers, 
no  columns  were  necessary  (Fig.  3). 

The  zero  made  calculation  with  whole 
numbers  much  easier,  and  it  also  made  it 
easier  to  deal  with  fractions,  or  parts  of 
numbers.  To  multiply  1  ten  times  you 
merely  place  a  zero  after  it;  to  divide  1  into 
ten  parts  you  place  a  zero  in  front  of  it.  But 


1 

1  0 
1  0  0 
10  0  0 
900000000 
2  6  3 
2  6  3  0 
Figure  3. 

Note  that  the  num¬ 
bers  1,  9,  2,  6,  3  are  in 
exactly  the  same  posi¬ 
tions  as  in  Fig.  2.  The 
only  difference  is  that 
in  Fig.  2  the  position 
of  the  numbers  is  in¬ 
dicated  by  the  col¬ 
umns;  in  Fig.  3  by  the 
zeros. 
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there  was  a  difficulty.  If  you  wished  to  express  "one  and  one 
tenth/7  it  would  be  101,  which  might  equally  well  mean  “one 
hundred  and  one.77  To  avoid  that  difficulty,  a  period  could  be 
used  to  indicate  the  first  zero  of  a  fraction;  so  that  instead  of 
writing  one  tenth  as  01,  you  write  it  .1;  one  hundredth  you  write 
.01,  and  so  on.  Thus  the  number  “one  and  one  tenth77  becomes 
1.1  and  the  number  “one  hundred  and  one”  is  101.  The  period 
tells  you  where  the  whole  numbers  stop  and  the  fractions  begin. 

The  invention  of  the  zero  by  the  Arabs  was  a  really  epoch- 
making  invention.  It  made  simple  calculation  easy,  and  compli¬ 
cated  calculation  possible.  Algebra  and  the  decimal  system  made 
it  possible  to  develop  higher  mathematics  as  we  have  it  today, 
and  higher  mathematics  is  an  essential  instrument  without  which 
modern  science  and  mechanics  could  not  have  been  developed  to 
the  point  of  power  and  precision  they  have  attained. 

Summary.  We  have  now  studied  the  fall  of  the  Roman  Empire, 
and  the  changes  in  civilization  that  occurred  between  the  third 
and  the  eleventh  centuries.  In  place  of  one  government  there 
came  to  be  many  feudal  principalities  in  western  Europe,  the 
Byzantine  Empire  in  eastern  Europe  and  Asia  Minor,  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Caliphs  at  Baghdad,  Cairo,  and  Cordova.  In  place  of 
one  fairly  uniform  civilization  there  were  three  fairly  distinct 
types— the  feudal  and  Roman  Catholic  civilization  of  western 
Europe,  the  Byzantine  and  Greek  Catholic  civilization  of  eastern 
Europe,  the  Arab  and  Moslem  civilization  of  western  Asia,  Africa, 
and  Spain. 

A  striking  fact  emerges— the  great  importance  of  religion  as  a 
unifying  element  in  these  civilizations.  In  the  old  Roman  Em¬ 
pire  religion  was  in  no  sense  a  unifying  element.  It  was  taken 
for  granted  that  each  people  would  have  its  own  religion,  as  it 
had  its  own  language.  What  united  the  people  of  the  Roman 
Empire  was  a  common  government,  law,  and  manner  of  living. 
Christianity  and  Mohammedanism  introduced  a  new  idea— that 
there  was  but  one  true  religion,  and  that  there  could  be  no  real 
union  with  people  who  did  not  accept  it.  Religion  thus  became 
a  powerful  force  in  uniting  large  groups  of  people,  even  though 
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they  might  be  of  different  race  or  subject  to  different  governments. 
The  people  of  the  Arab  dominions,  of  many  races  and  subject  to 
at  least  four  governments,  were  nevertheless  united  by  adherence 
to  the  Moslem  faith.  The  people  of  Europe,  living  under  many 
governments,  and  even  divided  into  Roman  Catholics  and  Greek 
Catholics,  nevertheless  felt  that  they  all  belonged  to  one  Christian 
community. 

Thus  in  the  tenth  century  what  had  once  been  the  Roman 
Empire,  held  together  by  common  government,  law,  and  custom, 
was  divided  into  two  worlds,  sharply  separated  by  religious  faith 
—the  Christian  and  the  Moslem  worlds,  facing  each  other  across 
the  Mediterranean,  each  sure  that  its  faith  was  the  only  true  one, 
each  sure  that  the  other  was  false  and  dangerous. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  historical  changes  are  described  in  this  chapter?  Into 
what  three  main  parts  was  the  Roman  Empire  divided? 
What  three  types  of  civilization  existed  in  these  three  divi¬ 
sions? 

2.  What  is  the  difference  between  how  and  why  anything  hap¬ 
pens?  What  changes  tell  how  the  Roman  Empire  declined? 
How  did  prosperity  decline,  and  what  effect  did  depression 
have  on  the  government  and  people?  What  was  the  chief 
cause  of  the  decline  of  the  empire? 

3.  What  sort  of  people  were  the  Germans?  Why  did  the 
Romans  permit  Germans  to  come  into  the  empire?  What 
German  peoples  came  into  the  empire  as  invaders?  Where 
did  each  of  these  peoples  settle? 

4.  How  did  literature,  art,  and  thought  decline?  Why  did 
people  turn  to  religion?  What  religions  did  they  turn  to? 
How  was  the  Hebrew  religion  different  from  other  religions? 

5.  What  ideas  did  Jesus  teach?  Why  did  the  life  of  Jesus 
interest  poor,  oppressed  people?  Why  did  the  Roman 
government  persecute  Christians?  How  long  were  Christians 
persecuted  before  they  obtained  toleration?  Describe  the 
plan  on  which  the  church  was  organized. 

6.  What  period  may  be  called  the  “Dark  Age’?  What  hap- 


THE  FALL  OF  THE  ROMAN  EMPIRE  233 

pened  to  the  German  kingdoms?  Which  German  kingdom 
lasted  the  longest?  What  German  king  was  called  Roman 
emperor? 

7.  What  sort  of  private  government  did  the  feudal  system  pro¬ 
vide?  What  sort  of  control  did  lords  have  over  working 
people?  How  much  control  did  lords  have  over  their  vas¬ 
sals?  Would  it  have  been  a  social  error  to  call  a  vassal  a  serf, 
or  a  villein?  Why  did  lords  build  castles?  What  power  did 
kings  have  in  feudal  times? 

8.  What  language  did  educated  people  use  during  the  first  part 
of  the  Middle  Ages?  What  languages  did  the  people  speak? 

9.  What  bond  of  unity  did  the  people  in  the  west  have?  How 
did  the  bishop  of  Rome  become  recognized  as  head  of  the 
church?  Why  was  monastic  life  regarded  as  the  ideal  Chris¬ 
tian  life?  Why  did  the  church  decline  in  feudal  times? 

10.  Which  part  of  the  Roman  Empire  did  not  “fair’  for  a 
thousand  years  after  the  end  of  the  empire  in  the  west?  To 
what  extent  did  Byzantine  civilization  preserve  ancient  Greek 
culture?  What  lasting  influence  did  the  Byzantine  Empire 
have  in  eastern  Europe? 

11.  What  sort  of  country  is  Arabia?  How  much  civilized  life  did 
the  Arabs  have  in  Arabia  before  the  time  of  Mohammed? 

12.  How  did  Mohammed  get  the  idea  that  he  was  a  prophet? 
What  is  the  Koran?  What  are  the  chief  ideas  that  Moslems 
believe  and  obey? 

13.  How  were  the  Bedouins  converted  to  Islam?  What  countries 
were  conquered  by  the  Arabs?  What  explanation  can  be 
given  for  the  rapidity  and  extent  of  the  Arab  conquests? 
What  reasons  did  conquered  people  have  for  turning  from 
Christianity  to  Mohammedanism? 

14.  How  can  the  prosperity  of  the  Moslem  peoples  be  accounted 
for?  From  what  older  civilizations  did  the  Moslem  peoples 
get  their  culture?  What  kind  of  literature  and  art  interested 
them?  What  fields  of  learning  did  they  preserve  and  add  to? 
Just  why  is  the  decimal  system  important? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  This  chapter  covers  a  long  period  of  history.  Make  a  time 
chart  which  will  show  at  a  glance  what  changes  and  events 
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were  happening  during  each  century  in  the  three  main  divi¬ 
sions  into  which  the  old  Roman  Empire  had  become 
separated. 

2.  Indicate  on  an  outline  map  where  new  peoples  settled  or 
made  conquests  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Roman  Em¬ 
pire.  Include  on  your  map  the  chief  cities  and  countries 
within  this  territory. 

3.  Write  a  short  essay  discussing  the  decline  of  Graeco-Roman 
civilization  and  the  breaking  up  of  the  Roman  Empire. 

4.  Prepare  a  report  on  Mohammed.  Study  the  story  of  his  life 
and  his  influence  on  the  course  of  history.  Consult  ency¬ 
clopedias  and  books  which  contain  information  concerning 
the  topic.  It  will  be  interesting  to  see  what  Carlyle  ( Heroes 
and  Hero-Worship )  and  Gibbon  ( Decline  and  Fall  of  the 
Roman  Empire ,  eh.  50)  thought  about  Mohammed. 

5.  Compare  the  Roman  and  Arab  empires  in  respect  to  size, 
unity,  prosperity,  civilization,  contributions  to  knowledge,  and 
duration  of  existence. 

6.  Look  in  the  dictionary  for  words  beginning  with  a  1  which 
have  come  from  the  Arabic  language.  How  much  can  be 
learned  about  our  indebtedness  to  the  Arabs  from  such  a  list 
of  words? 

7.  Subject  for  debate:  The  Christian  world  during  the  tenth  and 
eleventh  centuries  was  a  better  place  to  live  in  than  the 
Mohammedan  world. 
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ROMAN-CHRISTIAN  CIVILIZATION  OF 
THE  MIDDLE  AGES 

HOW  THE  CHURCH  UNITED  WESTERN  EUROPE  IN  A 
SOCIETY  OF  CHRISTIAN  MEN 


All  things  are  ordered  by  eternal  law.  Thomas  Aquinas 

By  doubting  ice  are  led  to  questioning,  and  by  questioning 
we  arrive  at  truth.  Peter  Abelard 


In  the  last  chapter  we  learned  how  the  old  Roman  Empire 
broke  up  into  three  distinct  parts:  the  Moslem  world  of  western 
Asia,  northern  Africa,  and  Spain;  the  Orthodox  Christian  world 
of  the  Byzantine  Empire  in  eastern  Europe  and  Asia  Minor;  and 
the  Roman  Christian  world  of  western  Europe. 

In  the  tenth  century  western  Europe  was  the  most  impoverished 
and  the  least  civilized  of  these  three  parts.  There  was  little 
wealth  except  in  the  form  of  land.  There  were  few  towns,  in¬ 
dustry  was  crude  and  primitive,  the  splendid  Roman  roads  had 
fallen  into  decay,  travel  was  slow  and  dangerous.  Commerce, 
outside  of  Italy,  had  virtually  disappeared.  The  only  educated 
people  were  priests  and  monks,  and  even  they  had  but  little 
knowledge  of  the  ancient  Latin  literature  and  philosophy.  If 
Cicero  could  have  come  from  the  grave  to  live  in  western  Europe 
in  the  tenth  century,  he  would  have  said  that  prosperity,  security, 
and  the  arts  of  civilized  living  as  he  understood  them  had  entirely 
vanished. 

But  then  in  the  eleventh  century  (1000-1100)  things  took  a 
turn  for  the  better,  and  in  the  twelfth  century  there  occurred  a 
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remarkable  revival  of  economic  prosperity,  of  political  organiza¬ 
tion,  of  education  and  learning,  of  literature,  art,  and  philosophy. 
This  development  reached  its  height  perhaps  in  the  thirteenth 
century,  producing  a  type  of  civilization  which  is  usually  called 
“medieval,”  but  which  we  may  call  “Roman-Christian,”  since  it 
was  derived  partly  from  ancient  Roman  ideas  and  customs,  and 
partly  from  the  beliefs  and  practices  of  the  Christian  religion. 

I.  Revival  of  Economic  Prosperity 

Commerce  and  industry  and  the  growth  of  cities.  Why  civiliza¬ 
tion  advances  or  declines  is  a  question  which  scholars  have  tried 
to  answer,  but  without  much  success.  The  civilization  of  the 
Roman  Empire  seems  to  have  declined  because  of  the  decline  of 
commerce  and  industry.  Civilization  seems  to  have  revived  in 
the  twelfth  century  because  of  the  revival  of  commerce  and  in¬ 
dustry.  But  why  commerce  and  industry  should  have  declined 
in  the  one  case  and  revived  in  the  other  is  not  easy  to  say.  We 
know  only  that  it  did. 

In  the  eleventh  century  there  were  already  certain  signs  of  in¬ 
creasing  prosperity.  There  was  more  demand  for  farm  labor,  and 
much  waste  land  was  brought  under  cultivation.  More  things 
were  bought  and  sold  in  local  markets,  and  certain  Italian  cities 
began  to  compete  with  the  Arabs  for  trade  in  the  Mediterranean. 
But  the  great  revival  of  industry  and  commerce  is  in  the  twelfth 
century,  and  this  revival  is  closely  connected  with  the  famous 
movement  known  as  the  crusades. 

The  Crusades.  The  First  Crusade  started  as  a  religious  war  to 
recover  the  city  of  Jerusalem  from  the  infidels.  Christians  re¬ 
garded  Jerusalem  as  a  holy  city,  and  believed  they  could  secure 
religious  benefits  by  visiting  the  places  where  Jesus  had  lived.  For 
a  long  time  Moslems  had  permitted  Christians  to  make  pil¬ 
grimages  in  peace,  but  in  the  eleventh  century  returning  pilgrims 
told  of  mistreatment,  and  therefore  the  idea  of  making  armed 
pilgrimages  arose  in  the  west. 

Even  more  disturbing  was  the  fact  that  the  Mohammedans 
were  conquering  Christian  countries  and  increasing  their  power. 
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Courtesy  Arthur  Upham  Pope 

Medieval  Pottery  of  Persian  Workmanship 

The  bowl  shows  a  hunting  scene,  illustrating  an  old  story.  From  the  collec¬ 
tion  of  Mortimer  Schiff. 

Fanatical  Moors  from  northern  Africa  had  invaded  Spain  and 
pushed  the  Christians  back  from  territory  that  they  had  formerly 
taken  from  Mohammedans.  In  the  east,  the  Seljuk  Turks, 
nomads  from  the  steppes  of  Asia  who  had  become  converted  to 
Islam,  had  overrun  Asia  Minor,  thus  occupying  half  of  the  Byzan¬ 
tine  Empire.  The  emperor  had  appealed  to  western  Christians 
for  help,  and  the  Pope  asked  western  knights  to  go  and  deliver 
eastern  Christians  from  subjection  to  Turkish  infidels. 

Pope  Urban  II  preached  a  “crusade,”  urging  feudal  lords  to 
cease  fighting  each  other  and  to  unite  in  a  holy  war  against  the 
Moslems  in  the  east.  The  result  was  that  in  1096  several  armies 
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of  feudal  knights  started  on  the  long  march  to  Constantinople 
where  they  united  their  forces  to  meet  the  Turks.  After  much 
fighting  and  many  hardships  they  captured  Edessa,  Antioch,  and 
finally,  in  1099,  Jerusalem.  There  they  established  what  was 
known  as  the  Latin  Kingdom  of  Jerusalem,  which  was  able  to 
hold  its  own  against  Mohammedan  attacks  until  1187  when  the 
Christians  lost  Jerusalem  and  most  of  their  conquests.  During 
the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries  several  similar  crusades  were 
undertaken,  for  the  defense  of  the  Kingdom  of  Jerusalem,  or  to 
recover  territory  which  had  been  retaken  by  Mohammedans. 

Of  course  the  crusades  were  not  purely  religious.  Ambitious 
nobles  joined  a  crusade  to  enhance  their  glory  or  conquer  king¬ 
doms,  cities,  or  fiefs  for  themselves.  Merchants  supported  them 
in  the  hope  of  extending  their  business  interests.  For  example, 
the  Fourth  Crusade  was  financed  by  merchants  of  Venice,  who 
induced  the  crusaders  (an  army  of  French  knights)  to  abandon 
their  original  project  and  attack  the  wealthy  Christian  city  of 
Constantinople,  which  was  finally  conquered  and  sacked  in  1204. 
The  crusaders  elected  Baldwin,  Count  of  Flanders,  emperor,  and 
carried  home  many  works  of  art  from  the  famous  city,  but  the 
Venetians  had  the  best  of  it,  since  they  obtained  for  many  years 
exclusive  privileges  of  trade  in  Constantinople. 

The  crusades  mark  the  beginning  of  the  expansion  of  European 
political  and  economic  power — an  expansion  which  has  continued 
with  some  interruptions  from  that  time  to  the  present.  Further¬ 
more,  they  established  continuous  and  direct  contact  between 
western  Europeans  and  the  rich  and  more  civilized  peoples  of  the 
eastern  Mediterranean.  One  important  result  of  this  contact  was 
the  development  of  regular  and  profitable  commerce  between  east 
and  west. 

Trade  routes  and  cities.  In  the  eastern  cities  crusaders  and  mer¬ 
chants  found  many  desirable  things  which  could  not  be  raised  or 
made  in  western  Europe— silks  and  tapestries  and  other  fine  cloth, 
spices  and  indigo,  fine  leather  goods  and  the  best  tempered  steel, 
camphor  and  perfumes,  sugar  and  cotton,  citrus  fruits— and  above 
all  precious  stones  and  gold.  These  things  were  obtained  in 
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Photo  TIachette 


The  Capture  of  Jerusalem 

A  wooden  tower  built  by  the  Crusaders  was  rolled  up  to  the  wall  of  the  city. 
Then  planks  were  laid  across  to  the  wall.  The  perspective  is  not  very  accurate 
in  this  scene  from  stained-glass  windows  formerly  at  St.  Denis,  for  medieval 

artists  were  not  good  in  that  respect. 


Moslem  countries  or  imported  by  Arab  merchants  from  China 
or  India  or  the  Malay  Spice  Islands,  and  marketed  in  the  cities  of 
Alexandria,  Damascus,  Antioch,  Baghdad,  and  Constantinople. 
From  these  cities  Italian  merchants  carried  them  by  sea  to  Italy, 
and  sold  them  to  other  merchants  who  carried  them  to  Mar¬ 
seille  in  France,  to  Valencia  in  Spain,  or  across  the  mountains 
to  Augsburg  and  Ulm  in  southern  Germany.  There  they  were 
again  sold  and  carried  down  the  Rhine  to  Mainz,  Frankfort,  and 
Cologne,  to  Antwerp,  across  the  Channel  to  London,  by  way  of 
the  Baltic  to  the  cities  of  north  Germany,  Flamburg,  Liibeck, 
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and  Danzig.  Commerce  was  not  of  course  confined  to  eastern 
products.  But  it  was  commerce  that  made  these  cities  important, 
and  if  you  look  at  the  map  (p.  242)  you  can  easily  see  why— 
they  were  all  located  at  important  points  on  natural  trade  routes, 
in  good  harbors,  or  on  the  main  rivers. 

The  city-dwellers  ("burghers"  or  "bourgeoisie")  and  the  privileges 
they  enjoyed.  Since  the  cities  were  created  by  the  development 
of  commerce  and  industry,  most  city-dwellers  were  engaged  in 
business  or  in  occupations  connected  with  it.  The  most  influen¬ 
tial  people  were  the  merchants  engaged  in  commerce  with  other 
cities — importers  and  exporters,  we  should  call  them.  They  were 
united  in  a  merchant's  guild,  a  kind  of  corporation  which  set 
forth  regulations  for  carrying  on  trade  that  were  binding  on  all 
its  members.  Next  to  the  merchants  were  the  skilled  artisans  and 
craftsmen,  the  shop-keepers  who  made  and  sold  things  in  the 
city.  They  also  were  organized  in  guilds— craft  guilds,  such  as  the 
shoe-makers'  guild,  the  tanners’  guild,  the  hat-makers'  guild,  and 
so  on.  Each  guild  was  composed  of  the  master-workmen  in  that 
craft;  each  guild  had  a  monopoly  for  making  and  selling  its  par¬ 
ticular  commodity  in  the  city;  and  each  guild  regulated  the 
quality  and  price  of  the  commodity  made  by  its  members. 

The  master-workman  would  have  a  shop,  usually  on  the  ground 
floor  of  his  house,  where  he  made  the  things  he  sold  over  the 
counter.  With  him  would  be  his  "apprentices"— young  men  or 
boys  w'ho  were  learning  the  craft — and  perhaps  one  or  more 
"journeymen"— apprentices  who  had  completed  their  training  and 
were  working  for  wages  before  becoming  themselves  master- 
workmen.  Thus  there  was  no  sharp  separation  of  employer  and 
laborer,  as  in  our  time.  The  master-workman  was  both  employer 
and  laborer;  the  master-workman,  apprentice,  and  journeyman 
usually  lived  in  the  same  house  and  ate  at  the  same  table.  Be¬ 
sides  merchants  and  shop-keepers,  there  were  also  other  people 
engaged  in  occupations  closely  connected  with  business— lawyers 
and  bankers,  accountants,  truckmen,  ships'  captains  and  sailors, 
and  poor  people  who  picked  up  the  crumbs  of  business  by  doing 
odd  jobs  of  one  sort  and  another. 
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A  Mounted  Archer  and  a  Knight  with  Crossbow 


From  tiles  in  Chertsey  Abbey,  England. 


City-dwellers  formed  a  class  apart  from  nobles,  clergy,  and 
peasants.  This  was  partly  because  of  the  nature  of  their  occupa¬ 
tion,  but  chiefly  because  they  had  certain  privileges  and  obliga¬ 
tions.  The  city-dweller  was  not  servile  like  a  peasant,  not  bound 
to  the  soil  or  subject  to  rents  and  services  which  feudal  nobles 
exacted  from  their  peasant  farmers.  Fie  was  a  free  man,  free  to 
come  and  go  and  to  engage  in  any  occupation  he  liked,  free  to 
dispose  at  will  of  any  property  he  might  possess.  This  personal 
freedom  made  the  city  attractive,  and  this  is  why  peasants  often 
escaped  and  hid  themselves  in  the  city,  for  the  rule  was  that 
any  one  who  lived  in  a  city  “for  a  year  and  a  day”  was  a  free  man. 

Aside  from  the  personal  freedom  of  its  inhabitants,  a  city  as  a 
community  enjoyed  certain  privileges.  These  were  usually  ob¬ 
tained  from  a  feudal  lord  or  king  in  return  for  a  sum  of  money, 
or  a  yearly  payment  of  money,  and  were  set  forth  in  a  “charter,” 
a  kind  of  constitution  for  the  city.  Such  charters  usually  con¬ 
ferred  on  the  city  three  important  privileges :  ( 1 )  the  right  of 

regulating  trade  and  industry  within  the  city;  (2)  the  right  of 
administering  justice  in  its  own  courts  and  according  to  its  own 
law;  and  (3)  the  right  of  self-government  by  magistrates  of  its 
own  choosing.  These  privileges  were  not  shared  equally  by  all 
inhabitants  of  the  city,  since  the  government  of  the  city,  the  regu¬ 
lation  of  trade  and  industry,  and  the  administration  of  justice 
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From  one  of  the  carvings  in  Gloucester  Cathedral  made  during  the  fourteenth 

century  (reign  of  Richard  II). 

were  largely  controlled  by  the  more  important  merchant  families 
and  the  master-workmen  of  the  craft  guilds. 

Cities  were  in  fact  little  aristocratic  republics,  relatively  free 
from  direct  control  by  feudal  lord  or  king.  But  this  freedom 
implied  an  obligation,  the  obligation  of  defense.  There  were  as 
yet  no  great  states  providing  for  security  of  life  and  property. 
The  feudal  lord  or  king  defended  himself  and  his  vassals  and  his 
peasants.  The  cities  had  to  defend  themselves,  very  often  against 
the  very  lord  or  king  who  had  granted  them  their  charter  of 
liberty.  For  this  reason  the  city  had  its  civic  guard,  and  for  this 
reason  it  was  surrounded  by  solid  walls  and  towers,  the  remains 
of  which  can  still  be  seen  in  many  old  European  cities.  This  is 
why  cities  were  so  compactly  built,  with  such  narrow  streets,  and 
houses  so  close  together.  The  city  was  in  fact  a  “defended  place/’ 
that  is  to  say  a  “burg,”  and  that  is  why  its  inhabitants  were  called 
“burghers,”  or  the  “bourgeoisie.” 

Thus  with  the  development  of  commerce  and  industry  in  the 
twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries  there  came  into  existence  a  new 
form  of  wealth,  wealth  in  the  form  of  money  or  capital;  a  new 
type  of  life,  industrial  life  in  cities;  and  a  new  class  distinct  from 
nobles,  clergy,  and  peasants,  the  bourgeois  or  business-capitalist 
class. 
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II.  Political  Organization 

Beginnings  of  European  states:  How  kings  united  with  the  cities 
to  suppress  the  lawlessness  and  the  power  of  the  feudal  nobles,, 
1000-1300.  In  the  tenth  century  Europe  was  divided  into  a  great 
number  of  feudal  principalities.  Some  were  stronger  than  others, 
but  there  were  as  yet  no  great  states,  no  king  or  duke  or  count 
who  was  able  to  keep  his  powerful  vassals  in  permanent  subjec¬ 
tion  and  thereby  establish  a  government  capable  of  protecting 
life  and  property  over  a  large  territory.  But  in  the  twelfth  and 
thirteenth  centuries  we  can  note  the  beginning  of  some  of  the 
principal  states  of  later  times — the  kingdoms  of  England  and 
France,  the  kingdoms  of  Aragon  and  Castile  and  Portugal  in 
Spain,  the  chief  city-states  of  Italy,  and  the  principal  states  of 
Germany,  such  as  Saxony,  Bavaria,  and  Austria,  united  in  what 
was  called  the  Holy  Roman  Empire. 

The  chief  problem  of  kings  in  establishing  a  strong  government 
was  the  independence  of  their  powerful  vassals;  no  orderly  govern¬ 
ment  could  exist  until  the  nobles  were  subjected  to  the  king’s 
rule.  Now  the  revival  of  commerce  and  industry  and  the  growth 
of  cities  helped  the  king  in  two  ways. 

First,  when  many  people  lived  in  cities,  there  was  more  demand 
for  farm  products  and  farm  labor.  The  result  was  that  peasants 
were  able  to  make  better  bargains  with  their  noble  overlords,  so 
that  the  income  of  the  nobles  was  relatively  less  than  formerly. 
But  it  cost  them  more  to  live,  because  they  wanted  all  the  fine 
things — silks  and  tapestries  and  fine  clothes  and  furniture  and 
jewels — which  were  to  be  had  in  the  cities.  Thus  most  nobles 
became  impoverished,  often  borrowed  money  in  the  cities,  and 
sometimes  went  bankrupt,  or  went  off  on  a  crusade  and  were 
never  heard  of  again,  or  returned  poorer  if  not  wiser  men.  This 
gradual  impoverishment  of  noble  vassals  made  it  easier  for  the 
king  to  subject  them  to  his  rule. 

In  the  second  place,  the  king  could  more  easily  control  his 
vassals  if  he  could  get  money  for  equipping  his  armies  and  running 
his  government,  and  money  was  to  be  had  in  the  cities.  A  king 
therefore  generally  protected  cities  so  long  as  he  could  persuade 
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Courtesy  Musee  Conde,  Chantilly 

The  Louvre  in  the  Time  of  Philip  II 


In  the  twelfth  century  the  royal  palace  appeared  as  we  see  it  here,  according 
to  an  illumination  by  Pol  de  Limborg  in  “Les  Tres  Riches  Heures  du  Due 
de  Berry.”  The  present  palace  dates  from  the  sixteenth  century. 

them  to  part  with  some  of  their  money.  Of  course  rich  mer¬ 
chants  did  not  care  to  part  with  their  money,  but  they  realized 
that  their  business  would  thrive  better  if  there  was  a  strong, 
orderly  government  to  protect  them  against  lawless  nobles,  '‘rob¬ 
ber  barons”  who  pillaged  cities  and  made  roads  and  river  high¬ 
ways  unsafe  for  commerce.  In  return  for  protection,  the  cities 
provided  the  king  with  money  to  carry  on  his  government. 


CIVILIZATION  OF  THE  MIDDLE  AGES 


247 


Thus  in  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries  certain  kings  and 
strong  feudal  princes  gradually  extended  their  dominion  and  re¬ 
duced  their  vassals  to  subjection.  As  the  vassals  lost  their  political 
and  military  independence,  they  became  merely  a  privileged  land¬ 
owning  aristocratic  class  within  the  state.  We  must  now  see  how 
some  of  the  principal  European  states  were  founded. 

The  Kingdom  of  France,  987-1300.  Modern  France  is  divided 
into  several  regions,  each  having  its  local  name,  such  as  Brittany, 
Normandy,  Burgundy,  Flanders.  These  names  are  survivals  of 
the  time  when  the  country  was  ruled  by  many  virtually  inde¬ 
pendent  feudal  princes — the  Count  of  Brittany,  the  Duke  of 
Normandy,  and  so  on.  In  the  tenth  century  (987)  these  feudal 
princes  chose  one  of  their  number,  Hugh  Capet,  Duke  of  France, 
to  be  king.  At  that  time  the  Duchy  of  France  comprised  the 
city  of  Paris  and  the  land  round  about.  It  was  one  of  the  least 
important  of  the  feudal  principalities,  and  Hugh  Capet  one  of 
the  weakest  of  the  princes.  That  is  why  the  others  chose  him  to 
be  king.  They  did  not  want  a  strong  king  who  could  dominate 
them. 

In  the  long  run  this  choice  proved  to  be  a  bad  one  for  the 
other  princes.  For  three  centuries  the  crown  passed  from  father 
to  son  in  the  Capetian  family,  and  after  a  time  the  title  became 
hereditary.  Most  of  the  Capetian  kings  followed  a  persistent 
policy  of  adding  to  their  feudal  domains.  Starting  out  in  987 
as  the  weakest  of  the  feudal  princes,  they  became  in  1300  by 
far  the  strongest. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  fourteenth  century  Philip  IV,  called 
Philip  the  Fair,  was  king.  What  Philip  needed  most  of  all  was 
money — money  to  strengthen  his  army  and  pay  the  officials  who 
carried  out  his  wishes.  Money  was  to  be  had  chiefly  from  the 
cities  and  the  church.  There  was  in  France,  as  in  other  countries, 
a  military-religious  organization  known  as  the  Knights  Templar. 
It  was  founded  by  crusaders  to  defend  the  Temple  at  Jerusalem, 
but  had  become  an  aristocratic,  wealthy,  and  unpopular  corpora¬ 
tion  devoted  mainly  to  promoting  its  worldly  interests.  Philip 
had  it  charged  with  corruption  and  sacrilege,  got  it  disbanded. 
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Paris  in  the  Sixteenth  Century 

The  Seine  is  at  the  left.  Part  of  the  fortifications  may  be  seen.  The  church 
in  the  foreground  is  Saint  Germain-des-Pres. 

and  took  over  much  of  its  wealth.  This  offended  the  church,  but 
it  pleased  many  people,  and  brought  money  into  the  king’s 
treasury. 

In  dealing  with  cities  Philip  was  more  adroit.  The  cities  were 
accustomed  to  paying  the  king  for  royal  protection,  but  hitherto 
kings  had  dealt  with  each  city  individually.  Philip  devised  a  new 
scheme.  There  was  a  king’s  council,  composed  of  nobles  and 
bishops,  whom  the  king  called  together  on  certain  occasions  to 
give  him  advice  and  to  grant  certain  extra  “aids.”  The  nobles 
and  bishops  were  more  disposed  to  give  advice  than  to  grant  aids, 
and  in  1 302  Philip  enlarged  the  king’s  council  by  asking  the  cities 
to  send  representatives  to  sit  with  the  nobles  and  the  bishops. 
This  was  an  honor  to  the  cities,  a  humiliation  for  the  nobles  and 
the  bishops,  and  an  advantage  for  the  king.  The  cities  were 
disposed  to  pay  well  for  the  honor,  and  by  giving  formal  support 
to  the  king  in  his  projects  they  weakened  the  force  of  objections 
on  the  part  of  the  nobles  and  the  bishops. 
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The  king’s  council  was  now  more  than  a  feudal  court.  It  was 
a  kind  of  assembly  of  the  nation.  It  was  called  the  Estates 
General,  and  in  origin  it  was  similar  to  the  English  Parliament 
(p.  252),  but  it  never  acquired  the  power  of  the  English  Par¬ 
liament  to  limit  the  authority  of  the  king.  It  met  only  when  the 
king  called  it.  It  always  met  and  deliberated  in  three  chambers — 
the  nobles  in  one,  the  bishops  in  another,  representatives  of  the 
cities  (Third  Estate)  in  another.  Since  the  three  orders  had  con¬ 
flicting  interests,  the  king  could  usually  play  them  off  one  against 
another  and  get  what  appeared  to  be  the  support  of  the  nation 
for  his  laws  and  projects. 

The  Kingdom  of  England,  1066-1297.  Roman  control  of  Britain 
was  ended  in  the  fifth  century  by  the  invasion  of  Angles  and 
Saxons  (p.  207).  The  country  then  came  to  be  called  “Angle- 
Land”  or  “England,”  and  the  people  in  it  “Anglo-Saxons”  or 
“English.”  For  a  long  time  there  were  several  kingdoms,  which 
were  at  last  united  into  one — the  Kingdom  of  England.  The 
form  of  government  gradually  established  by  the  Anglo-Saxons 
was  for  that  time  rather  democratic.  Each  village  managed  its 
affairs  in  a  town  meeting.  Larger  divisions,  known  as  “shires,” 
managed  their  affairs  in  an  assembly  presided  over  by  a  shire- 
reeve  (sheriff).  Then  there  was  a  general  assembly  of  the  whole 
country,  composed  of  bishops,  great  landowners,  and  the  shire- 
reeves.  This  was  called  the  Witenagemot;  and  it  elected  the  king. 

The  Anglo-Saxons  were  much  attached  to  this  democratic  form 
of  government,  but  it  was  not  very  effective  in  time  of  trouble. 
In  the  eleventh  century  the  country  was  again  invaded,  this  time 
by  the  Danes  and  Scandinavians  (Norse,  or  Northmen,  some  of 
whom  went  on  to  France  and  founded  the  Duchy  of  Normandy) 
and  in  the  resulting  confusion  the  kingdom  seemed  to  be  break¬ 
ing  up  into  a  kind  of  feudal  anarchy.  This  was  prevented  by  the 
“Norman  Conquest.”  In  1066  William,  Duke  of  Normandy, 
gathered  an  army  of  Norman-French  knights,  took  them  across 
the  Channel,  defeated  the  English  King  Harold  at  the  Battle  of 
Hastings,  and  had  himself  crowned  King  of  England.  William 
was  ever  after  known  as  William  the  Conqueror. 
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William  the  Conqueror  took  nearly  half  the  land  for  himself, 
and  granted  the  rest  in  large  feudal  grants  to  his  Norman  fol¬ 
lowers.  He  thus  imposed  a  Norman-French  aristocracy  over  the 
Anglo-Saxons,  but  he  took  good  care  that  his  Norman  nobles 
should  be  dependent  upon  him  as  king.  He  required  them  to 
take  a  special  oath  of  allegiance  to  him.  At  the  same  time  he 
permitted  the  Anglo-Saxons  to  retain  some  of  their  local  govern¬ 
ment,  and  increased  the  powers  of  the  shire-reeves  as  a  check  on 
the  great  nobles.  He  also  kept  the  old  Saxon  fyrd,  an  army  of 
freemen  which  he  could  call  upon  if  the  nobles  tried  to  oppose 
him. 

Furthermore,  he  made  a  complete  survey  of  all  the  land  in 
England,  the  exact  size  of  each  farm,  the  name  of  the  tenant, 
the  number  of  oxen  and  plows  on  it,  and  its  estimated  value. 
This  information  was  entered  in  a  register  called  the  Domesday 
Book ,  which  became  the  basis  of  taxes  to  be  paid  to  the  king. 
Thus  William  consolidated  the  English  kingdom  by  a  happy 
union  of  Norman  institutions  and  the  democratic  customs  of  the 
native  Anglo-Saxons. 

The  successors  of  William  the  Conquerer,  especially  Henry  I 
and  Henry  II,  were  mostly  able  men  who  kept  the  nobles  in  check 
and  increased  the  power  of  the  king.  A  strong  king  was  all  very 
well  so  long  as  he  dealt  justly  with  both  nobles  and  people.  But 
if  he  used  his  power  to  oppress  all  classes  for  his  own  advantage 
there  was  bound  to  be  trouble.  This  happened  in  the  reign  of 
King  John  (1199-1216),  an  able  man,  whose  oppressive  acts  made 
him  unpopular  with  the  church,  the  nobles,  and  the  people.  At 
last  the  English  barons  revolted,  and  at  Runnymede  forced  him 
to  sign  the  Magna  Carta  (Great  Charter,  1215). 

The  signing  of  Magna  Carta  was  a  great  event  in  English  his¬ 
tory,  because  this  document  has  always  been  regarded  as  one  of 
the  fundamental  guarantees  of  English  liberty.  The  Magna  Carta 
contained,  among  other  things,  the  following  promises  by  the 
king:  (1)  “No  scutage  (payment  in  place  of  military  service)  or 
aid  is  to  be  levied  .  .  .  except  by  the  common  council  of  our 
realm’’;  (2)  “No  freeman  shall  be  .  .  .  imprisoned,  nor  dispos- 
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Courtesy  British  Museum 

A  Walled  Town 

The  battlements  of  a  city  are  shown  in  the  background,  with  a  medieval 

cathedral  and  houses  within  the  walls. 

sessed,  nor  outlawed  .  .  .  except  by  legal  judgment  of  his  peers 
or  by  the  law  of  the  land.”  In  forcing  the  king  to  make  these 
promises,  the  nobles  were  of  course  thinking  only  of  themselves. 
They  intended  only  to  force  the  king  to  conform  to  feudal  cus¬ 
tom.  But  in  the  course  of  time  the  provisions  just  quoted  came 
to  be  regarded  as  protecting  all  the  people  against  the  arbitrary 
power  of  the  king,  so  that  no  man  could  be  imprisoned  except 
as  the  result  of  a  jury  trial,  and  no  tax  levied  on  any  one  except 
by  the  consent  of  the  Great  Council. 

The  Great  Council  in  the  time  of  King  John  was  composed 
only  of  great  nobles  and  bishops.  But  later  it  was  enlarged  to 
include  representatives  of  other  classes.  This  came  about  as  a 
result  of  the  king’s  need  of  money.  Like  the  French  kings,  the 
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English  kings  asked  the  cities  to  send  representatives  to  sit  with 
the  nobles  and  the  bishops.  Thus  the  Great  Council  became  the 
English  Parliament  sitting  in  two  chambers— the  House  of  Lords, 
composed  of  the  nobles  and  bishops;  the  House  of  Commons, 
composed  of  representatives  from  the  counties  and  the  cities.  In 
1297  Edward  I  promised  never  to  levy  any  taxes  without  consent 
of  Parliament,  and  from  this  time  the  tradition  was  established 
(although  not  always  observed)  that  the  king  ruled  only  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  his  faithful  Lords  and  Commons. 

The  Christian  states  of  Spain.  In  the  eighth  century  the  Moors 
of  northern  Africa  conquered  Spain  and  established  a  brilliant 
Moslem  civilization  centering  at  Cordova  (p.  222).  But  in  the 
mountainous  regions  of  the  extreme  north  several  small  Christian 
kingdoms  remained  independent  of  Moslem  power.  In  the 
eleventh  century  these  Christian  kingdoms  began  a  kind  of  cru¬ 
sade,  which,  by  the  end  of  the  twelfth  century,  resulted  in  con¬ 
quest  from  the  Moslems  of  the  northern  half  of  the  Spanish 
peninsula.  The  chief  Christian  states  were  Navarre,  Portugal, 
Leon  and  Castile,  and  Aragon.  In  each  the  king  had  gained 
power  in  much  the  same  way  that  the  kings  of  France  and 
England  had;  and  in  each  there  developed  an  assembly  called  the 
cortes ,  composed  of  nobles,  bishops,  and  representatives  from  the 
cities,  similar  to  the  French  Estates  General  and  the  English  Par¬ 
liament.  The  largest  of  the  states  were  Aragon  and  Castile.  In 
the  thirteenth  century  they  pushed  their  conquests  into  southern 
Spain,  and  in  the  fifteenth  Moslem  power  in  Spain  was  destroyed 
altogether.  The  marriage  of  Ferdinand  and  Isabella  united  Castile 
and  Aragon,  to  form,  with  Navarre,  the  Kingdom  of  Spain.  Por¬ 
tugal  remained  independent. 

City-states  of  Italy.  In  Italy  city  life  never  declined,  and 
feudalism  never  developed,  to  the  same  extent  as  in  other  parts 
of  western  Europe.  For  this  reason  partly,  the  cities,  and  not 
any  strong  feudal  prince,  became  the  centers  of  political  organiza¬ 
tion.  In  the  twelfth  century  except  for  the  splendidly  organized 
kingdom  which  Normans  had  established  in  southern  Italy  and 
Sicily,  Italy  was  a  country  of  city-states  rather  than  of  feudal 
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Courtesy  Bibliotheque  Koyale  de  Belgique 


A  Street  Scene  in  the  Fifteenth  Century 

In  this  illumination  we  see  the  interiors  of  two  houses,  as  well  as  street  stands 

for  the  sale  of  different  articles. 

principalities— states  in  which  the  city  was  the  dominant  part,  the 
outlying  country  the  subordinate  part.  In  the  thirteenth  century 
the  city-states  were  governed  in  a  somewhat  democratic  manner 
by  the  merchant  and  craft  guilds.  But  in  the  next  two  cen¬ 
turies  conflicts  between  the  city-states  had  two  important  results. 

(1)  The  more  powerful  states  conquered  the  weaker  ones,  so 
that  there  were  fewer  city-states  and  the  territory  of  each  was 


254 


MEDIEVAL  CIVILIZATION 


extended.  (2)  The  government  of  the  cities  lost  its  democratic 
character,  the  control  passing  to  a  few  prominent  families  or  to  an 
hereditary  dynasty. 

At  the  close  of  the  thirteenth  century  the  chief  city-states  of 
Italy  were:  Venice,  Milan,  Mantua,  Modena,  Genoa,  Siena,  and 
Florence.  Besides  these  there  were  three  states  not  properly 
called  city-states— the  Duchy  of  Savoy,  the  “Papal  States,”  and  the 
kingdom  of  Naples,  which  had  formerly  been  the  Norman  king¬ 
dom.  The  Papal  States  included  Rome  and  the  territory  of 
central  Italy,  and  were  governed  by  the  Pope,  who  was  also  head 
of  the  church  throughout  Europe.  This  political  rule  of  the  Pope 
was  called  his  “temporal  power,”  to  distinguish  it  from  his  spirit¬ 
ual  power  as  religious  leader. 

Germany — The  Holy  Roman  Empire  of  the  German  States.  In 

the  tenth  century  Germany  was  divided  into  a  number  of  great 
tribal  duchies — Lorraine,  Saxony,  Franconia,  Suabia,  Bavaria.  In 
911  the  dukes  elected  Conrad  of  Franconia  to  be  their  king,  as 
in  987  the  French  princes  chose  Hugh  Capet,  Duke  of  France, 
to  be  their  king.  We  might  suppose  then  that  during  the  next 
three  centuries  all  Germany  would  be  united  under  the  Fran¬ 
conian  kings,  as  all  France  was  united  under  the  Capetians.  But 
this  did  not  happen.  On  the  contrary,  at  the  end  of  the  thir¬ 
teenth  century  Germany  was  more  divided  than  ever.  Why  did 
German  kings  fail  to  unite  Germany? 

One  important  reason  is  that  German  kings  tried  to  rule  in 
Italy  as  well  as  in  Germany.  The  old  idea  of  one  Roman  em¬ 
peror  ruling  all  the  world  persisted  long  after  the  Roman  Empire 
had  disappeared.  In  800  the  Frankish  king,  Charlemagne,  went 
to  Rome  and  was  crowned  Roman  emperor  (p.  208).  In  962 
the  German  king,  Otto  I,  was  also  crowned  emperor,  and  there¬ 
after  all  the  German  kings  thought  that  they  had  to  be  emperors 
as  well  as  kings.  As  Roman  emperors  they  were  supposed  to 
have  authority  throughout  Europe.  This  was  impossible,  but  if 
one  was  to  be  “Roman  emperor”  it  seemed  necessary  at  least  to 
have  control  of  the  city  of  Rome  and  Italy.  The  German  kings 
were  therefore  almost  constantly  involved  in  struggles  against 
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Making  a  Knight  in  the  Eleventh  Century 
The  knighting  is  taking  place  in  a  camp,  as  shown  by  the  tents.  One  man  is 
buckling  on  the  sword,  another  the  spurs.  Two  musicians  are  playing  at  the 
left.  Behind  the  knight  are  squires  holding  his  helmet  and  shield.  Although 
the  drawing  in  this  illumination  is  crude,  and  the  heads  of  the  people  are 
not  in  proper  proportion  to  their  bodies,  it  gives  us  an  idea  of  the  life  of  the 

times. 

Italian  cities  and  the  Pope.  This  double  task  of  subduing  German 
nobles  and  Italian  cities  was  too  great,  and  in  the  end  neither 
was  accomplished.  German  kings  not  only  failed  to  dominate 
Italy,  they  failed  even  to  subjugate  the  German  princes. 

Thus  at  the  close  of  the  thirteenth  century  Germany,  so  far 
from  being  united  under  a  king,  was  divided  into  about  three 
hundred  virtually  independent  states.  There  were  three  kinds  of 
states:  (1)  "secular’  states,  such  as  Saxony,  Lorraine,  Bavaria, 
Hesse,  Wiirttemberg,  Austria;  (2)  city-states — that  is,  cities  govern¬ 
ing  themselves  by  elected  magistrates;  (3)  ecclesiastical  states — 
that  is,  cities  and  territories  governed  by  a  bishop  or  an  arch¬ 
bishop  of  the  church. 

Although  virtually  independent,  all  these  states  recognized  a 
certain  allegiance  to  the  Emperor.  This  curious  system  was 
known  as  "the  Empire,”  or  "the  Holy  Roman  Empire  of  the 
German  States.”  It  is  what  the  Germans  now  call  the  "First 
Reich,”  and  lasted  until  Napoleon  put  an  end  to  it  in  1806.  In 
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1870,  when  Bismarck  united  Germany  under  Prussian  leadership, 
there  was  created  the  Second  Reich,  which  lasted  until  1918,  when 
the  German  Republic  was  established.  This  in  turn  has  now  been 
replaced  by  the  Third  Reich  of  Adolf  Hitler. 

In  the  thirteenth  century  there  was  as  yet  no  Dutch  Republic, 
no  Kingdom  of  Belgium.  But  the  Swiss  cantons  were  winning 
their  independence,  there  were  kingdoms  of  Norway  and  Den¬ 
mark.  Polish  kings  ruled  at  Warsaw,  and  Russian  tsars  at 
Moscow.  In  most  of  the  European  states  the  form  of  govern¬ 
ment  was  hereditary  and  autocratic,  and  in  nearly  all  of  them  the 
people  were  divided  into  distinct  classes— an  aristocracy  of  land¬ 
owning  nobles,  a  privileged  class  of  bishops  and  priests,  a  half- 
servile  class  of  peasant  farmers,  and  an  industrial  “bourgeois”  class 
of  city-dwellers.  In  the  thirteenth  century  the  political  map  of 
Europe,  and  the  political  and  social  organization  of  the  various 
states  is  already  taking  on  a  familiar  character. 

III.  The  Church  as  an  International  State 

The  Roman  Catholic  Church  in  the  thirteenth  century:  How  it 
united  western  Europe  in  one  Christian  Community.  In  the  thir¬ 
teenth  century  the  Pope  was  stronger  than  any  king,  and  the 
church  more  powerful  than  any  state.  The  reason  is  that  the 
church  was  itself  a  state  as  well  as  a  church — an  international 
Church-State  governing  the  society  of  Christian  men.  It  had  its 
officials  in  every  country,  and  in  every  country  exercised  com¬ 
pulsory  authority  over  all  the  people. 

It  is  a  little  difficult  for  us  to  understand  this.  In  our  country 
today  we  are  all  subject  to  the  authority  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States  whether  we  wish  to  be  or  not;  we  are  not  subject 
to  the  authority  of  any  church  unless  we  voluntarily  submit  to  it. 
But  in  the  thirteenth  century  every  person  in  western  Europe, 
whatever  country  he  was  born  in,  was  born  also  in  the  church 
and  as  much  subject  to  its  authority  as  to  the  authority  of  his 
king  or  prince.  To  be  “excommunicated”  from  the  church  was 
the  same  as  to  be  “outlawed”  from  civil  society  today.  Thus  the 
people  in  each  country  were  subject  to  two  independent  govern- 
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ments — the  temporal  government  of  the  king  or  prince,  the 
spiritual  government  of  the  church  and  the  clergy.  It  was  as 
impossible  for  them  to  withdraw  from  the  one  as  from  the  other. 

The  supreme  head  of  the  church  was  the  Pope — the  Bishop  of 
Rome.  The  Pope  was  elected  by  the  College  of  Cardinals,  the 
cardinals  being  appointed  by  the  Pope.  Under  the  Pope  in  each 
country  were  archbishops,  each  supervising  an  archbishopric;  under 
the  archbishops  were  bishops,  each  supervising  a  bishopric  or 
diocese;  under  the  bishops  were  parish  priests,  each  supervising 
a  parish.  These  were  the  "secular”  clergy.  There  were  also  the 
“regular”  clergy,  monks  who  lived  apart  from  the  world  in  mon¬ 
astic  houses  according  to  strict  “rule”  (p.  213). 

,  All  the  clergy  together  formed  a  class  apart  from  other  people. 
In  theory  they  were  outside  the  civil  law,  not  subject  to  king  or 
prince.  It  is  true  that  in  most  countries  the  king  or  prince  had 
acquired  the  right  of  naming  bishops  and  heads  of  monasteries, 
and  the  nobles  appointed  many  of  the  parish  priests.  But  in 
general  we  may  say  that  the  church  was  an  independent  institu¬ 
tion  which  exercised  the  powers  of  a  government  in  three  im¬ 
portant  respects:  (1)  It  controlled  its  own  property  and  levied 
taxes  on  all  the  people.  (2)  It  had  its  own  courts  for  administer¬ 
ing  justice.  (3)  It  had  control  of  religion,  education,  and  the  ex¬ 
pression  of  opinion. 

1.  Property  and  taxation.  The  church  had  acquired  by  gift  and 
by  skillful  management  an  enormous  amount  of  property.  It  pos¬ 
sessed  perhaps  a  fifth  of  the  best  land  in  western  Europe.  Its 
estates  were  well  managed,  cultivated  by  peasants  who  paid  rents 
and  services  which  netted  the  church  a  large  revenue.  Church 
property  and  revenue  were  exempt  from  taxes  levied  by  the  king  or 
prince,  although  the  clergy  made  voluntary  contributions  to  the 
king  or  prince  on  certain  occasions.  In  addition  to  the  income 
from  its  estates,  the  church  every  year  collected  a  tax  from  all 
people  who  possessed  land.  This  tax  was  called  the  tithe  or  tenth 
—a  tenth  of  the  income  from  land.  It  was  in  fact  not  so  much 
as  that,  perhaps  not  more  than  a  twentieth,  but  it  provided  the 
church  with  an  income  about  equal  to  that  which  it  derived  from 
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In  the  center  of  the  grounds  stood  the  monastery  church.  Around  it  were 
grouped  dormitories,  refectory,  kitchens,  and  farm  buildings.  This  monaster}' 
has  a  very  imposing  entrance.  From  a  drawing  by  W.  Hollar. 

its  own  estates.  This  great  wealth  provided  the  economic  basis 
for  the  power  of  the  church. 

2.  Administration  of  justice  in  church  courts.  The  church  had  its 
own  courts  of  justice— the  bishop’s  court  in  each  diocese,  above 
that  the  archbishop’s  court  in  each  archbishopric,  and  above  them 
all  the  Papal  court  at  Rome.  These  courts  had  their  own  judges, 
and  the  procedure  they  followed  and  the  penalties  they  imposed 
were  defined  in  a  separate  body  of  law,  codified  in  the  twelfth  and 
thirteenth  centuries,  which  was  and  still  is  known  as  the  Canon 
Law.  The  church  courts  were  independent  of  the  king  or  prince, 
and  they  had  a  special  jurisdiction  which  was  of  two  kinds. 

First,  certain  persons  were  always  tried  in  church  courts,  no 
matter  what  the  nature  of  the  offense  might  be— namely,  clergy¬ 
men,  widows  and  orphans,  and  university  students.  Second,  cer¬ 
tain  disputes  were  always  tried  in  church  courts,  no  matter  who  the 
person  involved  might  be— namely,  those  which  were  regarded  as 
religious  in  character.  Sacrilege,  heresy,  crimes  committed  on 
church  property,  disputes  involving  the  sacrament  of  marriage  or 
the  violation  of  an  oath— these  were  some  of  the  cases  regarded 
as  religious  in  character.  Thus,  if  you  were  a  priest,  widow, 
orphan,  or  college  student,  you  would  be  tried  in  a  church  court 
whatever  your  offense  might  be.  If  you  were  a  “layman”  and 
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robbed  a  shop  or  committed  a  crime  in  the  street,  you  would  be 
tried  in  the  king’s  court  or  the  court  of  a  feudal  lord,  or  perhaps 
the  city  court;  but  if  you  robbed  a  church  building,  or  murdered 
someone  in  a  churchyard,  or  violated  an  oath,  you  would  be 
tried  in  a  church  court.  In  the  thirteenth  century  the  law  and 
procedure  in  church  courts  was  more  humane,  the  penalties  im¬ 
posed  more  just,  than  in  any  others. 

3.  Control  of  religion,  education,  and  the  expression  of  opinion. 
In  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries  every  one  agreed  that 
the  church  and  the  clergy  existed  to  guide  the  people  in  their 
“spiritual  life.”  This  meant  that  it  was  for  the  church  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  religious  doctrines  it  was  necessary  to  accept,  what 
religious  ceremonies  and  forms  of  worship  should  be  observed, 
what  should  be  taught  in  the  schools,  and  what  ideas  should  or 
should  not  be  permitted  to  be  expressed  publicly  in  speech  or 
writing. 

This  would  seem  to  us  a  great  restriction  on  freedom  of  thought 
and  action.  But  at  that  time  it  did  not  seem  so.  The  church 
and  its  teachings  were  as  much  a  part  of  the  daily  lives  of  all  the 
people  as  schools,  libraries,  and  moving  picture  houses  are  to  us. 
The  church  did  not  seem  oppressive  to  them  because  it  required 
them  to  believe  only  what  virtually  no  one  doubted,  and  to  do 
what  every  one  thought  it  right  to  do.  No  one  questioned  the 
Christian  teachings  as  set  forth  in  the  Bible,  or  the  right  of  the 
church  to  say  what  the  Bible  meant.  The  essentials  of  belief 
and  conduct  were  contained  in  the  Catechism,  which  all  children 
learned  by  heart,  much  as  we  learn  the  multiplication  table  and 
with  as  little  question  of  its  truth.  If  any  one  was  troubled  by 
any  point  in  it,  he  went  for  advice  and  instruction  to  the  priest 
as  naturally  as  we  call  in  the  family  physician  when  we  are  ill. 

Without  the  priest,  who  represented  the  church  and  its  power 
for  most  people,  life  could  not  go  on.  Without  the  priest  one 
could  not  be  baptized,  or  married,  or  absolved  from  mortal  sin, 
or  given  the  last  rites  when  one  came  to  die,  or  be  buried  in  the 
proper  place  and  the  proper  way.  The  priest  was  not  an  oppressor, 
but  a  friend  who  could  be  counted  upon  in  all  serious  occasions 
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of  life  for  help,  sympathy,  and  consolation.  Without  the  church 
and  the  priest,  life  in  the  thirteenth  century  would  have  been  far 
more  dreary  and  far  less  free  for  the  great  majority  than  it  was. 

The  church  was  thus  an  international  state,  claiming  direct 
control  over  all  people.  Even  kings  often  had  to  submit  to  it. 
The  Pope  claimed  and  sometimes  exercised  the  right  of  deposing 
kings  or  of  absolving  the  people  from  oaths  of  obedience  to  them. 
On  one  occasion  the  powerful  German  king,  Henry  IV,  had  to 
stand  for  hours  in  the  snow  before  the  gate  of  the  castle  at  Canossa 
in  order  to  make  his  peace  with  Pope  Gregory  VII.  On  another 
occasion  King  John  of  England  was  forced  to  do  homage  for  his 
kingdom  to  Pope  Innocent  III,  and  to  promise  to  pay  to  the  Pope 
an  annual  tribute  of  1000  marks.  These  are  examples  of  the 
political  power  of  the  church  over  people  and  kings. 

IV.  Learning  and  Philosophy,  Literature  and  Art 

Revival  of  learning:  the  universities  and  the  scholastic  philosophy. 

To  understand  education  and  learning  in  the  Middle  Ages  it  is 
necessary  to  remember  two  things.  First,  printing  by  movable 
type  was  unknown  in  Europe  before  the  middle  of  the  fifteenth 
century;  and  second,  all  learned  and  scholarly  books  were  written 
in  Latin,  which  was  not  the  language  spoken  by  the  people  in 
any  country.  Books  were  therefore  few  and  expensive,  each  copy 
having  to  be  written  but  by  hand.  There  were  no  newspapers  or 
periodicals,  no  public  libraries  or  public  schools.  Very  few  people 
could  either  read  or  write.  For  the  great  majority  books  and 
learning  were  as  much  a  mystery  as  higher  mathematics  is  today. 

During  the  “Dark  Age”  from  the  ninth  to  the  twelfth  centuries 
the  only  educated  people  were  the  clergy.  They  performed  a 
great  service  by  keeping  alive,  in  the  monasteries  and  cathedral 
schools,  some  knowledge  of  books  and  learning,  but  during  that 
time  even  the  clergy  were  not  very  learned.  In  the  cathedral 
schools  they  learned  to  read  Latin,  studied  the  elements  of 
Aristotle’s  logic,  and  were  taught  the  essentials  of  Christian 
doctrine.  For  two  centuries  (850-1050)  only  one  man  in  western 
Europe  outside  of  Spain  appears  to  have  had  more  learning  than 
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this.  That  man  was  Gerbert,  Pope  Sylvester  II,  who  read  ancient 
Roman  writers  with  understanding,  and  acquired  in  Spain  some 
knowledge  of  Arabic  science.  After  his  death  legends  grew  up 
about  this  unusual  man.  It  was  commonly  believed  that  he  had 
stolen  a  book  of  pagan  magic,  and  had  sold  himself  to  the  devil. 

But  in  the  twelfth  century  there  occurred  a  remarkable  revival 
of  learning.  This  was  partly  the  result  of  the  rise  of  cities  and 
the  accumulation  of  wealth,  which  provided  means  and  leisure 
for  study,  and  partly  the  result  of  contact  in  Spain,  in  Sicily,  and 
in  the  east  with  the  more  advanced  civilization  of  the  Arabs. 
Works  of  Arab  scholars,  and  of  the  ancient  Greek  scholars  whom 
the  Arabs  had  translated  from  Greek  into  Arabic,  were  now  trans¬ 
lated  from  Arabic  into  Latin.  In  this  indirect  way  western 
scholars  learned  something  of  Arabic  mathematics  and  science 
(p.  228),  and  for  the  first  time  became  familiar  with  many  of 
the  writings  of  the  ancient  Greeks.  All  this  new  learning  was  at 
first  a  bit  confusing,  but  it  stimulated  interest  and  developed  the 
critical  spirit.  In  the  Greek  and  Arabic  writers  western  scholars 
discovered  many  ideas  that  were  in  conflict  with  the  accepted 
doctrines  of  the  church,  and  they  found  that  even  the  early 
Christian  writers  who  formulated  those  doctrines  were  not  always 
in  agreement.  They  could  therefore  hardly  avoid  asking  the 
question,  which  of  all  these  conflicting  ideas  are  the  right  ones? 

This  question  was  most  pointedly  raised  by  Peter  Abelard 
(1079-1142),  the  most  brilliant  scholar  of  his  time.  Abelard  was 
a  Frenchman  of  noble  birth  who  preferred  “to  fight  with  his 
brains  rather  than  with  his  hands.”  He  went  about  seeking  in¬ 
struction  from  the  ablest  scholars  he  could  find.  He  startled  his 
teachers  by  his  novel  ideas,  and  angered  them  by  proving  more 
skilled  in  debate  than  they  were.  He  finally  set  up  as  a  teacher  in 
Paris. 

His  most  novel  idea  was  that  “a  doctrine  is  believed  .  .  .  because 
we  are  convinced  by  reason  that  it  is  so  .  .  .  By  doubting  we  are 
led  to  questioning,  and  by  questioning  we  arrive  at  truth.”  This 
novel  idea  Abelard  applied  in  his  most  famous  book,  entitled 
Sic  et  Non ,  which  means  “Yes  and  No.”  The  book  consists  of 
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158  statements  or  theses,  such  as  'That  sin  is  pleasing  to  God  and 
the  contrary” — "That  nothing  happens  by  chance  and  the  con¬ 
trary.”  Under  each  thesis  Abelard  set  down  quotations  from  early 
Christian  writers,  some  of  which  supported  one  side  and  some  the 
other.  This  novel  idea  got  Abelard  into  trouble,  but  more  than 
any  other  it  contributed  to  the  revival  of  learning  by  arousing  dis¬ 
cussion  of  all  the  doctrines  of  the  church. 

The  rise  of  universities.  The  revival  of  learning  gave  rise  to  the 
first  European  universities.  Wherever  famous  scholars  were,  there 
many  men,  sons  of  nobles  or  townsmen,  came  from  all  parts  of 
Europe  to  listen  to  them.  The  earliest  universities  to  be  thus 
established  were  at  Paris,  where  scholars  were  chiefly  interested  in 
theology  and  philosophy,  and  at  Bologna  in  Italy,  where  the  chief 
interest  was  in  the  study  of  law,  particularly  the  old  Roman  law  as 
codified  in  the  reign  of  Justinian  (p.  185). 

Universities  had  at  first  no  libraries,  textbooks,  or  university 
buildings.  The  teacher  would  perhaps  hire  a  hall.  There  every 
day,  with  the  students  sitting  on  the  floor  or  on  benches,  he  would 
read  ( lecture )  passages  from  some  famous  book,  such  as  Aristotle’s 
Logic  or  St.  Augustine’s  City  of  God  or  the  Digest  of  Justinian, 
and  then  explain  what  it  meant.  The  students  would  copy  on  wax 
tablets  the  passage  word  for  word  together  with  the  teacher’s  com¬ 
ments.  Thus  they  made  their  own  textbooks,  which  they  often 
sold  to  other  students  when  they  were  through  with  them.  We 
find  students  writing  home  for  more  money  because  they  had 
to  spend  so  much  for  textbooks,  which  perhaps  was  not  always 
strictly  true. 

All  lectures  and  discussions  were  of  course  in  Latin,  and  that  is 
why  the  part  of  Paris  where  the  University  is  located  is  to  this 
day  called  the  "Latin  Quarter.”  By  the  end  of  the  thirteenth 
century,  there  were  universities  at  Salerno,  Montpellier,  Oxford, 
Cambridge,  and  Heidelberg  as  well  as  at  Paris  and  Bologna. 

As  the  number  of  students  and  teachers  increased,  they  often 
had  rows  with  townsmen  about  the  price  of  food  and  lodgings, 
and  about  other  matters.  In  order  to  protect  themselves,  teachers 
or  students  formed  themselves  into  a  guild  and  obtained  a  charter 
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A  University  Lecturer 

From  a  woodcut  by  Brunswig.  Books  are  on  the  built-in  shelves. 
The  students  sit  on  benches. 


of  privileges.  The  Latin  word  u niversitas  meant  “all  who  be¬ 
longed”  to  a  guild,  and  this  is  why  our  schools  of  higher  learning 
are  called  “universities.”  In  time  the  teachers  came  to  be  grouped, 
according  to  the  subject  they  taught,  into  four  “faculties”— liberal 
arts,  theology,  law,  and  medicine. 

Students  in  liberal  arts  studied  Latin  grammar  and  some  of 
the  ancient  Roman  writers.  They  learned  a  little  about  arith¬ 
metic,  music,  and  astronomy.  But  the  chief  study  was  “dialectic,” 
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the  art  of  reasoning  as  set  forth  in  Aristotle’s  Logic.  Having  com¬ 
pleted  the  liberal  arts  course,  they  were  given  the  degree  of 
Bachelor  of  Arts,  and  were  then  prepared  to  do  advanced,  or 
“post-graduate,”  work  in  the  faculties  of  theology,  medicine,  or 
law.  The  best  instruction  in  law,  especially  Roman  law,  was  to 
be  had  at  Bologna.  For  medicine,  students  were  likely  to  go  to 
Salerno  or  Montpellier.  But  from  the  time  of  Abelard,  Paris  was 
the  chief  center  for  the  study  of  theology  and  philosophy. 

Scholastic  Philosophy.  Theology  and  philosophy  attracted  more 
students  than  any  other  subject.  They  had  the  same  importance 
then  that  natural  science,  history,  and  economics  have  now. 
Everyone  agreed  that  the  Christian  religion  was  the  true  one,  and 
that  the  doctrines  of  the  church  were  to  be  accepted.  But  what 
were  the  doctrines  of  the  church?  Abelard  had  shown  that  Chris¬ 
tian  writers  did  not  agree.  The  problem  then  was  to  reconcile 
these  differences.  The  professors  who  tried  to  do  this  were 
called  “schoolmen,”  and  the  philosophy-theology  which  they  for¬ 
mulated  is  known  as  the  “scholastic”  philosophy.  One  famous 
“schoolman”  was  Peter  Lombard,  whose  “Book  of  Sentences”  was 
long  used  as  a  kind  of  textbook  in  universities.  But  the  most 
famous  of  all  “schoolmen”  was  Thomas  Aquinas. 

Thomas  Aquinas  (1225-1274)  was  an  Italian,  born  in  Aquino 
(hence  his  name  Aquinas).  He  devoted  his  life  to  writing  a  book 
in  some  twenty  volumes  entitled  Summ a  Theologica,  which  means 
the  summary  or  substance  of  theology.  It  was  intended  to  be  an 
orderly  exposition  of  all  that  could  be  known  about  religion, 
philosophy,  ethics,  politics,  and  science.  It  consists  of  a  series 
of  statements  or  theses,  similar  to  those  in  Abelard’s  book.  Under 
each  thesis  Thomas  gives  first  all  that  can  be  said  for  it,  then  all 
that  can  be  said  against  it,  and  finally  a  summing  up  of  the  real 
truth  about  it. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  knowledge,  Thomas  Aquinas  believed. 
One  is  knowledge  that  comes  from  revelation— knowledge  revealed 
by  God  through  the  Bible  and  the  church.  This  is  the  highest 
kind  of  knowledge,  and  must  be  accepted  on  faith.  The  other 
kind  of  knowledge  is  that  which  can  be  obtained  by  using  human 
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Courtesy  Archives  Photo graphiques 

The  Seven  Liberal  Arts 

Left  to  right  are:  grammar,  rhetoric,  logic,  arithmetic,  music,  geometry,  as¬ 
tronomy.  These  are  details  of  the  tomb  of  Hugues  des  Hazard  in  the  church 
of  Blenod-les-Toul,  France.  Hugues  was  lord  of  Blenod  and  bishop  of  Toul. 

reason.  The  two  kinds  of  knowledge  are  different  but  can  be 
made  to  agree.  Reason  is  given  to  men  to  explain  and  make 
intelligible  God’s  revelation.  With  humble  faith  Aquinas  ac¬ 
cepted  God’s  revelation.  With  infinite  patience  he  mastered  all 
the  learning  of  his  time.  With  subtle  logic  he  used  his  learning 
to  prove  that  what  is  learned  by  human  experience  agrees  with 
the  teachings  of  the  Christian  religion.  As  an  effort  to  reconcile 
Christian  faith  and  reason  the  Summa  Theologica  has  never  been 
surpassed. 

Literature  in  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries:  Classical  Latin 
literature.  We  must  not  suppose  that  people  in  the  Middle  Ages 
were  interested  in  nothing  but  religion  and  theology.  The  great 
majority  of  people,  then  as  now,  spent  most  of  their  time  in  mak¬ 
ing  a  living.  When  not  working  they  amused  themselves  as  best 


266 


MEDIEVAL  CIVILIZATION 


they  could.  Even  professors  and  students  in  the  universities  were 
not  always  engaged  in  study.  Abelard  wrote  Sic  et  Non ,  but  he 
also  wrote  love  letters  to  Heloise,  and  some  lovely  lyric  poetry 
which  was  known  and  treasured  all  over  Europe.  Students,  then 
as  now,  were  jolly,  often  rowdy,  fellows,  given  to  practical  jokes, 
to  dancing  and  singing,  and  to  reading  books  that  had  nothing  to 
do  with  religion  or  philosophy. 

They  might  read,  for  example,  the  Latin  “classics.”  By  the 
Latin  classics  we  mean  the  works  of  the  ancient  Roman  writers — 
Cicero  and  Vergil,  Livy  and  Tacitus,  and  others  (p.  180).  For 
centuries  copies  of  the  works  of  these  ancient  writers  had  been 
preserved  in  monasteries  and  cathedral  schools.  In  the  ninth  and 
tenth  centuries  they  were  regarded  by  the  clergy  as  useful  for 
learning  Latin  grammar,  but  too  “unchristian”  to  be  read  for  their 
ideas.  But  in  the  eleventh  century  copies  were  multiplied,  and  in 
the  twelfth  century  a  great  number  of  scholars  were  thoroughly 
familiar  with  virtually  all  of  the  Latin  classics  which  are  known 
today.  These  scholars  were  known  as  the  “poets”  or  “Humanists.” 

The  Humanists  were  so  devoted  to  the  study  of  literature  that 
they  had  no  time  for  philosophy  and  logic.  They  even  ridiculed 
these  studies  as  dull  and  useless.  A  certain  Girardus  tells  of  a 
student  who  spent  five  years  at  the  University  of  Paris  in  the  study 
of  “dialectic,”  and  returned  home  able  to  prove  to  his  father  that 
the  six  eggs  on  the  table  were  in  reality  twelve.  Whereupon  his 
father  ate  the  six  eggs  on  the  table,  leaving  for  his  son  the  other 
six  which  he  had  proved  to  be  there.  Thus  a  kind  of  rivalry 
existed  between  the  Humanists  or  men  of  letters  and  the  phil¬ 
osophers:  the  latter  thought  the  study  of  Latin  classics  made  men 
irreligious;  the  former  thought  the  study  of  philosophy  and  logic 
made  men  dull  and  pompous. 

Medieval  Latin  literature.  Men  of  letters  not  only  read  and 
studied  Latin  classics,  they  themselves  wrote  books  in  prose  and 
verse.  Many  of  these  they  wrote  in  Latin,  because  that  was  the 
language  with  which  all  educated  men  were  familiar.  The  Latin 
used  in  the  Middle  Ages  was,  however,  not  quite  the  same  as  the 
Latin  of  Cicero  and  Vergil.  The  reason  is  that  any  living  language 
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changes  all  the  time.  New  words  are  needed,  some  old  words 
cease  to  be  used,  and  the  grammar  tends  to  become  simpler. 
Thus,  just  as  the  English  of  our  time  is  not  the  same  as  the 
English  of  Shakespeare,  so  the  Latin  of  the  twelfth  century  was 
different  from  the  Latin  used  by  the  classic  writers.  We  call  it 
Medieval  Latin.  It  was  not  “bad”  Latin.  At  its  best  it  was  very 
good  Latin,  simple,  flexible,  and  suited  to  expressing  ideas  of  the 
time.  Abelard  and  Thomas  Aquinas  could  not  have  said  what 
they  wanted  to  say  in  the  Latin  of  Cicero,  any  more  than  a 
modern  English  scientist  could  discuss  physics  in  the  English  of 
Francis  Bacon. 

Medieval  Latin  literature  of  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries 
is  enormous  in  amount.  Much  of  it  was  in  prose — innumerable 
volumes  of  sermons,  essays  on  law  and  government,  lives  of  the 
saints,  accounts  of  miracles,  historical  chronicles.  Considered  as 
an  art,  the  best  medieval  Latin  literature  was  the  poetry— church 
hymns,  student  songs,  lyrics  dealing  with  love  and  nature  and 
the  joys  and  sadness  of  life.  Much  of  this  poetry  was  not  very 
good,  but  some  of  it  was  very  good  indeed.  Here  is  a  verse  from 
a  begging  student  song. 

J,  a  wandering  student  lad , 

Born  for  love  and  sadness , 

Oftentimes  am  driven  by 
Poverty  to  madness. 

This  is  no  more  than  a  good  jingle.  But  here  is  something  much 
better  from  a  writer  known  as  “The  Archpoet.” 

Never  yet  could  I  endure 
Soberness  and  Sadness; 

Jests  I  love  and  sweeter  than 
Honey  I  End  gladness. 

Whatsoever  Venus  bids 
Is  a  joy  excelling; 

Never  in  an  evil  heart 
Did  she  make  her  dwelling. 


268 


MEDIEVAL  CIVILIZATION 


Still  better  is  this  verse  from  a  lyric  poem  on  nature. 

The  swollen  river  rushes  on 

Past  meadows  whence  the  grass  is  gone. 

The  golden  sun 

Has  fled  our  world.  Snow  falls  by  day , 

The  nights  are  numb. 

All  these  are  merely  samples  (translated  of  course)  of  medieval 
Latin  poetry;  but  they  serve  to  show  that  many  people  in  the 
Middle  Ages  were  interested  in  other  things  besides  theology  and 
philosophy,  sermons,  and  the  lives  of  the  saints.1 

Literature  in  the  languages  spoken  by  the  people.  Latin  literature 
was  of  course  only  for  the  few  who  could  read  Latin.  But  there 
was  also  a  literature  in  the  languages  spoken  by  the  people— 
English,  French,  Spanish,  Italian,  German. 

From  early  times  there  were  in  every  country  'wandering 
minstrels”  who  visited  the  castles  of  the  nobles  and  the  courts  of 
kings.  There  they  recited  in  a  kind  of  chant,  to  the  accompani¬ 
ment  of  a  musical  instrument,  long  rhymed  stories  of  the  deeds  of 
heroes— Charlemagne,  the  French  Count  Roland,  the  Spanish  Cid, 
or  the  English  King  Arthur  and  his  knights.  These  were  known 
as  chansons  de  geste.  In  France  there  were  men  called  "trouba¬ 
dours”  who  sang  of  love  and  chivalry.  People  in  the  towns  cared 
less  for  stories  of  heroic  deeds  of  kings  and  nobles.  They  pre¬ 
ferred  short  satirical  stories,  or  fables,  in  which  nobles  or  priests 
came  to  grief  by  some  trickery  or  other.  They  were  also  fond  of 
animal  stories,  in  which  the  lion  or  the  wolf  was  always  outwitted 
by  the  more  clever  Reynard,  the  fox.  These  are  known  as  fabliaux 
(fables).- 

In  the  late  eleventh  century  some  of  these  stories  were  put  into 
writing,  and  in  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries  there  was  a 
rapid  development  of  literature  in  the  different  languages  of  the 
people.  Most  of  this  early  literature  is  not  very  interesting  to  us, 
but  some  of  it  is  of  high  quality.  The  first  work  of  genius  in 

1  The  first  selection  is  taken  from  J.  A.  Symonds’  Wine,  Women  and 
Song.  The  others  are  from  Helen  Waddell’s  Mediaeval  Latin  Lyrics ,  Con¬ 
stable  &  Co.,  London,  pp.  265,  271,  275. 
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English  literature  is  Chaucer's  Canterbury  Tales  (fourteenth 
century)— a  collection  of  stories  told  with  so  much  art,  such  sly 
humor  and  insight  into  character,  that  they  are  as  fresh  and  fasci¬ 
nating  today  as  they  were  in  the  time  of  Chaucer.  About  the  same 
time  Boccaccio,  an  Italian,  wrote  the  Decameron ,  a  collection  of 
short  stories  which  have  been  translated  into  every  language  and 
are  still  thought  to  rank  with  the  best  short  stories  in  any  language. 

But  the  greatest  work  of  literature  of  this  time,  and  one  of  the 
masterpieces  of  all  time,  was  Dante's  Divine  Comedy ,  written  in 
Italian.  It  is  classed  as  an  “epic"  poem,  but  it  is  not,  like  Homer's 
Iliad  and  Vergil’s  Aeneid,  a  story  of  war  and  conquest.  It  relates 
the  supposed  adventures  of  Dante  himself  as  he  journeyed  through 
the  imaginary  realms  of  Hell,  Purgatory,  and  Paradise.  In  these 
shadowy  realms  of  the  dead  he  encounters  many  famous  men  of 
his  own  and  of  former  times.  Dante's  adventures  are  adventures 
of  the  mind.  The  Divine  Comedy  gives  us  his  profound  reflec¬ 
tions  on  man  and  the  world  in  which  he  lives,  on  life  and  death 
and  the  meaning  of  existence.  It  appeared  only  a  few  years  later 
than  the  Summa  Theologic a  of  Thomas  Aquinas,  and  these  two 
works  are  the  highest  expression  of  medieval  thought.  The  one 
gives  us  an  interpretation  of  man  and  the  world  in  terms  of  rigor¬ 
ous  logic,  the  other  in  terms  of  the  highest  poetic  imagination. 

Art  in  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries:  Castles  and  cathedrals. 
In  the  tenth  century  people  were  mostly  too  poor  and  too  ig¬ 
norant  to  create  great  works  of  art.  But  with  the  increase  of 
wealth  and  of  learning  they  were  able  to  make  things  that  were 
beautiful  as  well  as  useful.  Skilled  artisans  in  the  cities  learned 
how  to  make  better  tools  and  utensils,  better  weapons,  better 
cloth,  and  the  solid,,  durable  chests  and  cabinets  that  may  still 
be  seen  in  our  museums.  But  the  chief  contribution  of  the 
Middle  Ages  to  art  was  in  architecture;  and  the  most  striking 
buildings  of  that  time  were  the  castles  and  the  cathedrals— castles 
for  defense  and  cathedrals  for  worship. 

A  medieval  castle  was  a  massive  structure  of  stone,  with  thick 
walls,  narrow  slits  for  windows,  and  great  round  towers  at  the 
corners.  Sometimes  the  whole  was  surrounded  by  an  outer  wall 
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Medieval  Artisans 


Masons  and  carpenters  are  at  work.  The  second  man  from  the  right  has  a 
builders’  level.  In  the  center  background  are  two  men  using  a  crosscut  saw. 
Notice  the  scaffolding  on  which  the  masons  are  working. 


for  added  security.  Inside,  the  castle  was  dark,  damp,  and  cold— 
by  no  means  a  cosy  place.  It  was  indeed  a  fortified  dwelling , 
which  was  built  not  for  comfort  but  for  defense.  Looked  at  from 
the  outside  the  best  of  the  castles  are  impressive,  and  so  well 
suited  for  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  built  that  they  have 
after  all  a  kind  of  formidable  beautv. 

J 

Equally  impressive,  and  far  more  beautiful,  are  the  great 
cathedrals.  Since  religion  played  so  large  a  part  in  the  life  of  the 
people,  it  was  natural  that  much  time  and  the  best  skill  available 
should  have  been  devoted  to  the  building  of  churches.  Early 
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medieval  churches  were  comparatively  simple  structures,  not  very 
high,  with  stone  walls  and  wooden  roofs.  When  wooden  roofs 
were  replaced  by  stone,  the  walls  had  to  be  pretty  thick  to  carry 
the  weight,  and  not  much  space  could  be  used  for  windows. 
Such  churches  were  rather  dark  and  gloomy  inside.  The  problem 
then  was  to  make  churches  more  attractive  by  building  them 
higher  and  getting  plenty  of  window  space  for  lighting. 

This  problem  was  solved  by  the  so-called  “Gothic”  style  of 
architecture.  For  one  thing,  the  heavy  roof  was  supported  by  an 
elaborate  series  of  “pointed”  arches  or  stone  rafters.  With  the 
pointed  arch  the  roof  could  be  made  steeper,  so  that  the  weight 
was  carried  more  nearly  straight  down,  with  less  side  thrust  on 
the  wall.  Besides,  the  arches  were  so  arranged  that  the  weight 
was  carried  to  certain  points  in  the  wall.  These  points  were  then 
strengthened— at  the  corners  by  towers,  on  the  sides  by  making  the 
wall  thicker  at  the  points  where  the  weight  came.  This  thickening 
of  the  wall  is  called  a  “buttress.”  If  there  was  still  too  much  side 
thrust  for  the  ordinary  buttress  to  hold  it,  a  “flying  buttress”  was 
added— a  long  stone  arch  springing  from  the  ground  at  some  dis¬ 
tance  from  the  wall  and  going  up  to  the  top  of  the  wall.  The 
flying  buttress  served  as  a  prop  to  prevent  the  wall  from  falling 
outward  under  the  weight  of  the  roof.  A  Gothic  cathedral  was 
thus  essentially  an  elaborate  framework  of  towers,  buttresses, 
flying  buttresses,  and  stone  arches,  designed  to  support  the  roof 
and  still  leave  great  spaces  for  windows. 

To  raise  these  immense  structures  was  a  task  requiring  the  most 
exact  calculation  and  the  greatest  skill.  The  builder  had  no  steel 
girders,  set  in  concrete  and  bolted  together,  to  make  his  task 
easy.  His  elaborate  framework  of  arches  had  to  be  set  up,  stone 
on  stone,  so  carefully  placed  and  exactly  balanced  that  the  whole 
would  stand  securely.  Such  structures  were  not  raised  in  a  day; 
fifty  or  a  hundred  years  might  elapse  before  a  cathedral  was 
completed.  Equal  care  and  skill  were  devoted  to  the  decorations— 
sculptured  figures  and  reliefs— especially  the  windows  of  colored 
glass.  With  all  our  skill  and  technique  we  cannot  today  make 
colored  glass  of  so  great  beauty  as  the  glass  in  medieval  churches. 


©  Screen  Traveler  from  Gendreau 

Rouen  Cathedral 

Begun  in  the  early  thirteenth  century,  this  cathedral,  with  its  saints  and 
bishops  adorning  every  possible  niche  and  its  beautiful  architectural  details, 
shows  what  the  art  and  skill  of  medieval  builders  could  accomplish. 
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One  of  the  most  famous  medieval  churches  is  the  cathedral  of 
Rouen.  Compare  it  with  the  Greek  Parthenon  (p.  102).  How 
different  the  two  buildings  are!  Yet  both  are  religious  temples, 
and  each  in  some  subtle  way  expresses  the  characteristic  ideas  of  its 
time  and  place.  After  six  hundred  years  Rouen  still  stands,  secure 
and  untroubled,  as  if  built  to  ignore  and  outlive  the  follies  and 
errors  of  men.  How  well  it  expresses  both  the  confidence  and 
the  humility  of  the  age  of  religious  faith!  With  its  somber  hues, 
its  dark  entrances,  its  lifted  towers,  how  well  it  conveys  a  sense 
of  the  seriousness  and  the  mystery  of  life!  With  its  high  altar, 
the  intricate  design  of  its  springing  arches,  the  soft  lights  and 
shadowy  vistas  of  its  vast  interior,  how  it  disposes  the  mind  to 
humility  and  adoration!  Like  the  Summ a  Theologies,  of  Thomas 
Aquinas  and  the  Divine  Comedy  of  Dante,  the  great  cathedrals 
express  for  us  the  essential  character  of  the  civilization  we  call 
medieval. 

Summary.  We  have  now  learned  something  about  civilization 
in  western  Europe  in  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries— in  the 
Middle  Ages.  We  have  called  it  “Roman-Christian  civilization,” 
because  it  was  so  largely  shaped  by  the  Christian  religion  and  the 
Roman  Church.  Through  the  church  the  people  of  many  coun¬ 
tries  were  in  some  sense  united  in  one  international  community 
of  Christian  men.  They  were  all  members  of,  and  subject  to,  the 
same  church.  They  all  professed  the  same  religious  faith.  Latin, 
the  language  of  the  church,  was  also  the  common  language  of  the 
educated  classes.  It  was  used  in  government  offices,  in  all  schools 
and  universities,  and  virtually  all  books  were  written  in  it.  Thus  the 
educated  classes  throughout  western  Europe,  using  the  same 
language  and  reading  the  same  books,  possessed  a  common  fund 
of  knowledge  and  of  ideas.  For  these  reasons  we  can  say  that  the 
people  of  western  Europe  in  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries 
were  united  in  one  Christian  community. 

But  we  have  noted  certain  influences  which  tended  to  weaken 
the  power  of  the  church,  and  so  break  down  the  unity  and  uni¬ 
formity  of  the  civilization  which  it  had  created.  One  of  these 
influences  was  the  increasing  knowledge  of  ancient  Greek  and 
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Roman  ideas  and  customs.  Another  was  the  increasing  use  of  the 
several  national  languages  in  place  of  Latin.  The  most  important 
influence,  perhaps,  was  the  rise  of  powerful  states  ruled  by  kings 
who  wished  to  deprive  the  church  of  its  control  over  their  subjects. 
In  the  following  chapter  we  shall  see  how  these  influences  finally 
undermined  the  authority  of  the  church,  and  thereby  changed  the 
character  of  European  civilization. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  does  the  term  “Roman-Christian  Civilization”  mean? 
In  what  ways  did  it  develop  in  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth 
centuries? 

2.  What  is  a  pilgrimage?  a  crusade?  Why  did  westerners  go 
crusading?  How  did  the  crusades  help  trade? 

3.  What  goods  and  articles  were  bought  in  the  east  and  sold  in 
the  west?  How  were  these  articles  brought  west  and  dis¬ 
tributed? 

4.  Why  did  western  people  begin  to  live  in  cities  again?  How 
was  a  “merchant’s  guild”  similar  or  different  from  a  modern 
chamber  of  commerce,  or  a  “craft  guild”  different  from  a 
trade  union?  What  sort  of  freedom  did  “burghers”  have? 
What  privileges  of  self-government  did  the  cities  acquire? 

5.  Just  how  did  the  revival  of  trade  and  industry  help  kings  to 
become  stronger  than  feudal  lords?  How  did  Capetian  kings 
take  advantage  of  the  growing  prosperity?  Why  could  kings 
control  the  Estates  General? 

6.  What  sort  of  government  did  Anglo-Saxons  develop  in  Eng¬ 
land?  How  could  William  the  Conqueror  make  himself 
stronger  than  the  other  feudal  lords?  How  much  Anglo- 
Saxon  government  did  he  preserve? 

7.  How  did  the  feudal  lords  get  a  chance  to  rebel  against  a  king? 
Whose  rights  was  Magna  Carta  intended  to  protect?  How 
did  it  become  a  charter  of  liberty  for  all  English  people? 

8.  What  classes  were  represented  in  Parliament?  How  did 
Parliament  become  a  part  of  the  government  of  England? 

9.  What  Christian  kingdoms  reconquered  Spain  from  the 
Mohammedans?  Which  of  these  kingdoms  finally  became 
united? 
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10.  Can  you  explain  why  city-states,  instead  of  feudal  kingdoms, 
arose  in  Italy?  What  were  the  “Papal  States”?  Why  did 
German  kings  fail  to  make  a  strong  kingdom  in  Germany? 
What  sort  of  confederation  was  the  “Holy  Roman  Empire”? 

11.  What  classes  of  people  existed  in  Europe  in  the  thirteenth 
century? 

12.  How  could  the  church  be  both  a  church  and  an  international 
state?  Distinguish  between  “spiritual  government”  and  “tem¬ 
poral  government”  (p.  254).  How  was  the  government  of  the 
church  organized?  Was  the  church  independent?  How  was 
the  church  supported?  What  jurisdiction  did  the  church 
have  in  law?  In  what  ways  did  the  church  control  and  direct 
education  and  the  life  of  the  people? 

13.  Why  were  so  few  people  able  to  read  and  write?  Why  did 
the  clergy  learn  Latin?  What  subjects  were  taught  in  church 
schools?  What  new  learning  was  studied  in  the  twelfth  cen¬ 
tury?  How  did  Abelard  show  that  one  cannot  believe  all 
that  one  reads? 

14.  How  did  universities  originate?  Why  did  teachers  or  students 
unite  in  guilds?  What  was  the  Liberal  Arts  course?  Where 
did  students  find  the  best  teaching  in  law,  medicine,  and 
theology? 

15.  Why  was  theology  such  an  interesting  subject  in  the  twelfth 
and  thirteenth  centuries?  Describe  as  well  as  you  can  what 
“scholastic  theology”  was  about.  What  kind  of  knowledge  did 
the  “schoolmen”  take  on  faith?  What  did  Thomas  Aquinas 
think  men  could  learn  by  using  reason? 

16.  What,  beside  religious  books,  did  students  have  to  read? 
What  interested  the  Humanists? 

17.  What  is  medieval  Latin?  What  sort  of  literature  was  written 
in  medieval  Latin? 

18.  What  new  languages  were  spoken  by  the  people  in  different 
parts  of  Europe?  What  literature  was  written  for  the  nobles? 
for  the  burghers?  What  important  works  of  literature  consist 
of  medieval  stories?  What  is  the  greatest  literary  masterpiece 
written  in  the  Middle  Ages?  In  what  language  is  it  written? 

19.  What  style  of  art  originated  in  the  twelfth  century?  What 
problem  in  building  with  stone  was  solved  by  this  new  style? 
Why  has  it  been  said  that  a  Gothic  church  has  a  “roof  of 
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stone  and  a  wall  of  glass”?  Why  did  it  take  so  long  to  build 
Gothic  churches? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Make  a  list  of  unfamiliar  names  and  terms  which  you  think 
you  should  add  to  your  vocabulary. 

2.  Trace  on  an  outline  map  two  routes  by  which  crusaders  went 
east;  routes  by  which  traders  brought  eastern  goods  west  and 
distributed  them.  Locate  on  your  map  the  cities  mentioned 
in  this  chapter. 

3.  Topics  for  reports:  Medieval  fairs.  Knights  Templars.  The 
Fourth  Crusade.  Medieval  pilgrims.  The  duties  of  a  bishop. 
St.  Francis.  The  Albigensian  Crusade.  The  troubadours. 
The  beginning  of  our  jury.  The  Exchequer.  Normans  in 
Italy.  Abelard. 

4.  Imagine  that  you  are  traveling  in  western  Europe  in  the 
thirteenth  century.  Write  a  news  letter  telling  about  govern¬ 
ment  and  life  in  cities;  or  about  life  in  a  castle;  or  about  a 
visit  to  the  University  of  Paris. 

5.  Be  prepared  to  tell  why  and  in  what  ways  our  ancestors  obeyed 
the  church  and  what  services  the  church  performed  for  them. 

6.  Make  a  list  of  the  changes  that  took  place  in  western  Europe 
during  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries.  Then  write  a 
brief  summary  of  the  awakening  that  took  place  at  this  time, 
and  state  how  you  think  it  has  influenced  our  present  civil¬ 
ization. 
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THE  PASSING  OF  MEDIEVAL  AND  THE 
BEGINNING  OF  MODERN  CIVILI¬ 
ZATION,  1300-1750 

HOW  THE  COMMUNITY  OF  CHRISTIAN  MEN  BREAKS 
UP  INTO  A  COMMUNITY  OF  SOVEREIGN 
INDEPENDENT  STATES 

Kings  have  power  of  raising  and  casting  down ,  of  life  and 
death  over  all  their  subjects ,  and  yet  accountable  to  none 
but  God  only.  James  I 

Give  me  liberty  to  know ,  to  utter,  and  to  argue  freely, 
according  to  my  conscience,  above  all  other  liberties. 

Milton 

In  the  last  chapter  we  studied  the  civilization  of  the  twelfth 
and  thirteenth  centuries— “medieval”  civilization.  During  the 
next  four  centuries  this  civilization  was  gradually  transformed  into 
something  more  familiar  to  us— something  more  “modern.”  In 
this  chapter  we  shall  study  the  most  important  changes  which 
brought  about  this  transformation.  These  changes  are  all  closely 
connected,  but  it  will  be  better  to  study  them  under  three  heads 
—religious,  political  and  economic,  and  intellectual. 

I.  The  Religious  Revolution 

Growing  dissatisfaction  with  the  church.  During  the  fourteenth 
and  fifteenth  centuries  many  things  occurred  to  weaken  the 
authority  of  the  church  and  to  make  people  ask  disturbing  ques¬ 
tions  about  its  teachings.  One  was  the  Great  Schism ,  or  division 
of  the  church  under  two  rival  Popes. 
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In  1309  the  Pope,  Clement  V,  a  Frenchman,  did  not  live  in 
Rome  but  resided  at  Avignon,  near  the  frontier  of  France.  For 
nearly  seventy  years  the  Popes  resided  at  Avignon,  and  were  more 
or  less  under  the  influence  of  the  kings  of  France.  This  so-called 
'‘Babylonian  Captivity’7  was  scandal  enough,  and  in  1376  Pope 
Gregory  thought  to  end  it  by  returning  with  his  College  of  Car¬ 
dinals  to  Rome.  But  a  worse  scandal  followed.  The  cardinals 
quarreled  with  the  next  Pope,  Urban  VI,  deposed  him,  elected 
another,  Clement  VII,  and  returned  with  him  to  Avignon  (1378). 
Urban  appointed  another  College  of  Cardinals  and  remained  at 
Rome.  For  the  next  thirty-nine  years  there  were  two  Popes, 
one  at  Rome  and  one  at  Avignon,  each  claiming  to  be  the  one 
true  Vicar  of  Christ,  the  one  true  head  of  the  church.  In  this 
quarrel  the  governments  of  Europe  naturally  took  sides  according 
to  their  political  interests.  England  and  Austria  declared  alle¬ 
giance  to  the  Roman  Popes;  France  and  Spain  declared  for  the 
Avignon  Popes;  Germany  and  Italy  were  divided. 

The  sad  spectacle  of  two  rival  Popes,  each  denouncing  the 
other  as  "Anti-Christ,77  naturally  led  to  much  discussion,  and 
tended  to  diminish  the  respect  and  reverence  of  people  for  Popes, 
clergy,  and  the  practices  of  the  church.  John  Wycliffe  in  England, 
and  John  Huss  in  Bohemia,  preached  doctrines  very  similar  to 
those  which  Luther  afterwards  taught.  Certain  members  of  the 
clergy  were  denounced  for  their  idleness  and  love  for  money,  and 
a  movement  arose  for  ending  the  Schism  and  reforming  the 
church.  After  the  failure  of  one  general  church  council,  another 
was  assembled  at  Constance,  composed  of  representatives  from  all 
countries.  It  sat  for  three  years  and  drew  up  a  list  of  needed 
reforms.  The  existing  Popes  were  deposed  and  a  new  one  was 
elected  (1417).  This  ended  the  Great  Schism.  But  the  reforms 
were  not  carried  out,  and  during  the  fifteenth  century  dissatis¬ 
faction  with  the  church  became  more  widespread. 

This  dissatisfaction  was  expressed  in  the  writings  of  the  Human¬ 
ists— scholars  who  were  more  interested  in  the  classical  literature 
than  in  theology  and  philosophy  (p.  266) .  In  the  fifteenth  century 
the  most  influential  writers  were  Humanists.  Many  of  them  ad- 
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mired  the  ancient  Greek  and  Roman  civilization  so  much  that 
everything  “medieval”  seemed  to  them  uncivilized.  Some  of  them 
were  critical  of  the  teachings  of  the  church  because  they  felt  that 
there  were  many  “abuses”  needing  reform,  and  were  inclined  to 
ridicule  the  disputes  of  theologians  and  the  practices  of  monks 
and  priests. 

The  greatest  of  the  Humanists  was  Erasmus.  He  was  born 
about  1469  in  Rotterdam,  studied  in  Paris,  traveled  in  England, 
Germany,  and  Italy.  He  corresponded  with  all  the  Humanists  of 
his  time,  and  wrote  many  books.  He  was  a  great  admirer  and 
student  of  the  ancient  writers  and  edited  many  of  their  works. 
He  remained  a  Catholic,  but  believed  that  many  of  the  priests  and 
theologians  had  distorted  the  simple  teachings  of  Jesus;  and  he 
therefore  published  an  edition  of  the  New  Testament — the  first 
edition  in  the  original  Greek — in  order  to  make  clear  the  essential 
teachings  of  Christianity.  But  the  most  famous  and  the  most 
influential  of  his  books  were  the  Praise  of  Folly  and  the 
Colloquies.  These  works,  written  in  lively  and  witty  Latin,  ex¬ 
pressed  his  ideas  on  the  manners  and  customs  of  his  time.  The 
follies  which  he  praised  (ironically)  were  the  folly  of  many  monks, 
living  useless  lives  devoted  to  ascetic  practices;  the  folly  of  many 
theologians,  who  discoursed  on  the  hidden  meaning  of  biblical 
passages;  and  the  folly  of  certain  Popes  and  bishops,  who  thought 
that  truth  and  virtue  could  be  maintained  by  burning  heretics  and 
suppressing  books.  Erasmus  liked  clear  and  honest  thinking;  he 
disliked  intolerance  and  persecution.  He  was  the  greatest  of  the 
Humanists  because  his  books,  more  effectively  than  any  others, 
propagated  a  humane  philosophy  of  life,  teaching  that  one’s  chief 
duties  are  to  be  intelligent,  open-minded,  charitable,  and  of  good 
will  to  all  men. 

Thus  during  two  centuries,  widespread  dissatisfaction  with  the 
church,  finding  expression  in  the  writings  of  the  Humanists,  pre¬ 
pared  the  way  for  the  Protestant  Revolution  of  the  sixteenth  cen¬ 
tury.  This  revolution  was  partly  religious ,  partly  economic  and 
social ,  and  partly  political  in  character. 

The  Protestant  Revolution:  (I)  Conflict  of  religious  doctrines. 
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Courtesy  Bibliotheque  Royale  de  Belgique 

New  Ideas  in  War 

The  invention  of  gunpowder  caused  a  revolution  in  warfare.  Here  soldiers  are 
firing  several  early  cannons  which  soon  superseded  the  crossbow.  Castles  no 
longer  could  hold  out  against  attackers,  and  therefore  no  more  castles  were 
built.  The  artist  who  drew  this  picture  for  L’Histoire  de  Charles  Martel 

thought  the  cannon  balls  were  on  fire. 


The  Protestant  Revolution  was  started  by  Martin  Luther,  a  teacher 
in  the  University  of  Wittenberg.  In  1517  a  monk  named  Tetzel 
came  to  a  nearby  village  offering  indulgences  to  those  who  would 
contribute  to  the  building  of  the  new  cathedral  of  St.  Peter,  at 
Rome.  A  charitable  contribution  of  this  kind  was  considered  by 
the  church  as  an  evidence  of  the  contributor’s  sorrow  for  his  sins, 
and,  as  such,  might  entitle  him  to  a  share  in  the  spiritual  merits 
accumulated  from  the  good  works  of  pious  generations  gone  be¬ 
fore.  Hostile  critics,  however,  represented  this  as  a  method  of 
escaping,  by  paying  money,  from  some  of  the  penalty  due  to  sin. 
This  charge  had  been  often  made  before,  and  had  been  dismissed 
as  a  misrepresentation  of  the  true  doctrine,  arising  from  abuses 
caused  by  unworthy  agents  of  the  church. 

Luther  now  took  up  the  cry,  declaring  that  Tetzel  was  “selling” 
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licenses  to  commit  sin.  According  to  the  custom  of  the  times,  he 
wrote  and  posted  on  the  church  door  at  Wittenberg  ninety-five 
“theses.”  These  were  ninety-five  short  statements  relating  to 
indulgences,  and  in  posting  them  Luther  was  simply  inviting 
learned  professors  to  discuss  the  statements  pro  and  con  in  order 
to  determine,  if  possible,  whether  the  practices  of  such  agents  of 
the  church  as  Tetzel  were  or  were  not  in  accord  with  the  true 
doctrine.  It  is  clear  from  the  form  in  which  the  theses  were  stated 
that  Luther  himself  had  but  little  belief  in  the  doctrine  of  “good 
works.”  While  he  did  not  declare  outright  that  indulgences  were 
useless,  he  made  it  clear  that  he  believed  it  unnecessary  for  people 
to  make  contributions  of  money.  In  fact,  Luther  virtually  de¬ 
nounced  the  practice  of  the  church  in  regard  to  indulgences,  and 
denied  the  doctrine  of  good  works  on  which  it  was  based. 

This  action  of  Luther  is  usually  considered  the  start  of  the 
Protestant  Revolt.  Luther’s  theses  raised  a  fundamental  question, 
which  is  quite  as  live  a  question  today  as  it  was  then.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  this:  Shall  people  rely  for  salvation  on  faith  alone,  or  on 
faith  plus  good  works  as  an  evidence  of  that  faith?  Luther 
answered,  on  faith  alone,  and  this  doctrine  was  called  “justification 
by  faith.”  The  question  soon  became  a  subject  of  excited  discus¬ 
sion  throughout  Germany,  and  Luther  became  suddenly  famous. 

The  Pope,  Leo  X,  at  first  ignored  the  controversy;  but  soon 
decided  that  the  teachings  of  Luther  must  be  suppressed.  At  the 
famous  Diet  of  Worms,  Luther  was  commanded  to  recant  his 
doctrines,  and  when  he  refused  he  was  excommunicated  by  the 
Pope,  and  saved  his  life  only  by  retiring  to  a  secluded  castle  (the 
Wartburg)  under  the  protection  of  the  Duke  of  Saxony. 
Throughout  Germany  thousands  of  people  applauded  Luther  as  a 
hero  and  a  martyr,  accepted  his  doctrines,  and  like  him  renounced 
the  authority  of  the  Pope.  This  was  the  beginning  of  the  Prot¬ 
estant  Lutheran  Church,  which  in  the  sixteenth  century  was 
permanently  established  in  many  principalities  of  north  Germany, 
and  in  Denmark,  Norway,  and  Sweden. 

Aside  from  Luther  the  two  principal  leaders  of  the  Protestant 
Reformation  were  Ulrich  Zwingli  and  John  Calvin.  In  1519 
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Courtesy  Fitzwilliam  Museum,  Cambridge 


A  Friar  Preaching  Outside  a  Church 

This  scene  is  pictured  in  a  French  manuscript  written  about  1480,  shortly 
before  Luther’s  time.  In  the  doorway  stands  a  monk.  Outside  pulpits  were 

not  uncommon  in  medieval  times. 

Zwingli  began  to  teach  Luther’s  doctrine  of  justification  by  faith, 
and  under  his  leadership  about  half  of  the  Swiss  cantons  broke 
away  from  the  old  church  and  established  Zwinglian  Protestant 
churches. 

John  Calvin  was  a  Frenchman  who  published  in  1563  one  of 
the  most  influential  books  ever  written — The  Institutes  of  the 
Christian  Religion.  It  was  a  treatise  on  religion  and  politics,  based 
on  the  doctrine  of  justification  by  faith.  Calvin  had  many  fol¬ 
lowers  in  France  (called  Huguenots) ,  but  the  king  refused  to  sup¬ 
port  him  and  he  went  to  Geneva,  in  Switzerland,  where  he 
established  an  independent  church-state.  From  Geneva  his  teach¬ 
ings  spread  into  Germany,  Holland,  England,  and  Scotland 
(Scotch  Presbyterian  Church),  and  in  the  seventeenth  century  to 
New  England. 

Why  did  the  new  doctrine  of  justification  by  faith  spread  so 
rapidly?  The  reason  is  that  the  common  people,  who  knew 
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nothing  and  cared  less  -about  theological  doctrines,  sympathized  to 
a  large  extent  with  Luther’s  objections.  They  knew  that  Popes 
and  bishops  were  only  too  often  more  interested  in  worldly  affairs 
than  in  religion.  Pope  Leo  X,  the  Vicar  of  Christ  in  name,  was 
himself  a  worldly  man,  best  known  as  a  collector  of  manuscripts 
and  a  patron  of  literature  and  art.  Many  bishops  lived  com¬ 
fortable,  worldly  lives  and  seemed  not  to  care  whether  people 
practiced  Christianity  or  not,  so  long  as  they  observed  the  cere¬ 
monials  and  ritual  of  the  church.  Many  people,  especially  the 
frivolous  and  fashionable,  ignored  the  teaching  of  the  church  that 
confession  of  sins  must  be  accompanied  by  true  sorrow  for  them. 
Yet  they  received  absolution  for  them;  and  those  who  blamed  the 
priests  for  this  said  that  it  seemed  that  to  be  a  good  Christian 
one  needed  only  to  observe  the  conventions  of  society,  do  as  most 
people  did,  and  not  become  involved  in  scandal  or  heresy. 

Long  before  Luther’s  time  thousands  of  common  people  felt 
that  this  was  not  enough.  They  were  incensed  at  the  cynical 
worldliness  and  indifference  of  the  clergy.  They  regarded  the 
abuse  of  indulgences  as  so  bad  that  they  wanted  the  use  of  indul¬ 
gences  to  be  given  up  altogether.  They  felt  that  Christianity  was, 
or  ought  to  be,  something  more  than  a  conventional  observance 
of  rites  and  ceremonies.  They  felt  that  to  be  a  good  Christian 
one  must  “live  the  good  life”— one  must  be  right  with  God,  not 
merely  right  with  the  bishop  or  the  Pope. 

These  were  the  religious  ideas  which  led  many  people  to  resist 
the  authority  of  the  church.  But  the  people  who  opposed  the 
church  on  religious  grounds  were  likely  to  oppose  it  for  economic 
and  social  reasons  also.  Let  us  see  what  these  were. 

The  Protestant  Revolution:  (2)  Economic  and  social  conflict.  The 
teachings  of  Luther  and  Calvin  were  more  popular  in  the  towns 
than  in  the  country.  In  the  towns  they  were  more  popular  among 
middle-class  people  than  among  the  very  poor  or  the  very  rich; 
in  the  country,  more  popular  among  the  lesser  nobles  and  country 
gentlemen  than  among  the  peasants  and  the  great  nobles.  There 
were  many  exceptions  to  this  rule,  but  in  general  the  Protestant 
Reformation  was  the  work  of  middle-class  people  in  town  and 
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country.  Why  were  the  middle-class  people  more  opposed  to  the 
old  church  than  the  upper  classes  were?  The  answer  is  that  in 

the  sixteenth  century  the  church 
was  largely  controlled  by  the 
upper  classes  and  administered 
for  their  benefit. 

In  each  country  the  ruling 
aristocracy  was  composed  chiefly 
of  the  ruling  king  or  prince, 
the  great  nobles,  the  wealthy 
financiers  and  business  men, 
and  the  bishops  of  the  church. 
Wealthy  men  loaned  money  to 
needy  kings  and  nobles  and  in 
return  were 

A  midclle-class  citizen  of  the  seven-  ,  ...  £  ,  . 

.  .  .j.  -.11-  r  portumties  tor  making;  more 

teenth  century  riding  with  his  wife.  1  & 

money.  The  great  nobles,  be¬ 
ing  often  at  court,  were  in  close  touch  with  the  ruling  king 
or  prince  and  in  return  for  their  support  obtained  from  the  king 
or  prince  many  favors.  One  thing  which  the  king  could  do 
for  the  nobles  was  to  use  his  influence  to  get  their  sons  appointed 
to  high  offices  in  the  church;  and  in  most  countries  in  the  six¬ 
teenth  century  a  majority  of  the  bishops,  archbishops,  and  heads 
of  monasteries  were  younger  sons  of  the  great  nobles.  This  means 
that  the  wealth  and  power  of  the  church  were  largely  in  the  hands 
of  men  who  by  birth  and  social  position  belonged  to  the  ruling 
aristocracy.  This  is  why  the  bishops  gave  their  chief  attention  to 
administering  the  church  property,  lived  luxuriously,  lent  dignity 
and  color  to  the  fashionable  court  society,  and  were  mostly  content 
with  a  formal  and  worldly  religion  that  suited  their  aristocratic 
friends  and  relatives. 

The  middle-class  people  in  town  and  country  lived  in  a  different 
world  from  that  of  the  ruling  aristocracy  of  nobles  and  bishops. 
The  poor  country  nobles  were  rarely  seen  at  court  and  received  few 
favors  from  the  king.  Their  sons  might  become  parish  priests,  but 
rich  bishoprics  were  not  for  them.  They  looked  with  a  jealous 
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eye  upon  the  wealthy  court  nobles  who  fawned  upon  the  king  and 
obtained  from  him  smiles,  pensions,  and  offices.  Artisans  and 
merchants,  lawyers  and  doctors  living  in  the  towns  were  looked 
down  upon  by  the  nobles  and  also  by  the  bishops,  who  were  likely 
to  be  of  noble  birth  and  who  in  any  case  did  not  associate  on 
equal  terms  with  shopkeepers  and  lawyers.  The  guilds  were  not 
so  prosperous  as  they  had  once  been.  A  few  fortunate  men  were 
reaping  the  chief  rewards  of  industry  and  commerce,  and  the 
town  governments  were  falling  more  and  more  into  the  control  of 
the  very  wealthy.  Nobles  were  exempt  from  taxation,  while  the 
middle-class  people  paid  taxes  which  the  king  as  likely  as  not  used 
to  reward  a  favorite  courtier.  The  bishop  expected  the  middle- 
class  people  to  contribute  to  the  support  of  the  church,  although 
he  generally  regarded  business  as  an  ignoble  occupation  and  taught 
that  lending  money  for  interest  was  a  form  of  usury,  contrary  to 
religion  and  morality. 

This  is  why  middle-class  people  were  more  opposed  to  the 
church  than  the  upper  classes  were.  They  felt  that  the  church  had 
fallen  into  the  control  of  a  wealthy  aristocracy  that  looked  down 
upon  them  and  cared  little  for  their  interests.  They  felt  that 
they  had  no  control  over  the  church  that  commanded  their 
obedience,  and  that  the  virtues  which  they  prized— industry, 
frugality,  sobriety — were  not  sufficiently  emphasized  by  Popes  or 
bishops. 

The  Protestant  Revolution:  (3)  Political  conflict.  The  middle- 
class  followers  of  Luther  and  Calvin  could  not  by  themselves  have 
broken  away  from  the  medieval  church.  The  Reformation  was 
successful  in  many  countries  because  the  reformers  were  supported 
by  the  ruling  king  or  prince.  Few  kings  or  princes  were  interested 
in  the  doctrine  of  justification  by  faith  or  the  doctrine  of  justifica¬ 
tion  by  works.  They  were  for  the  most  part  interested  in  increas¬ 
ing  their  political  power  within  their  own  countries.  In  the  six¬ 
teenth  century  the  church  was  still  in  many  ways  outside  the  king's 
authority.  The  immense  property  of  the  church  was  exempt  from 
royal  taxation.  Bishops  still  administered  justice  in  church  courts 
in  accord  with  the  canon  law.  Every  year  large  revenues  were 
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carried  out  of  every  country  to  the  papal  treasury,  and  the  Pope 
was  still  able  to  interfere  in  many  ways  with  the  aims  and  ambi¬ 
tions  of  kings  and  princes. 

The  widespread  popularity  of  the  new  teachings  of  Luther  and 
Calvin  offered  an  excellent  opportunity  for  any  king  or  prince  to 
strengthen  his  political  authority  within  his  own  country.  If  in 
any  country  the  new  teachings  were  accepted  by  a  majority  of  the 
people,  the  king  or  prince  could  then  safely  support  the  heretics 
against  the  church.  On  the  ground  of  defending  the  true  religion, 
he  could  confiscate  the  property  of  the  church  in  his  country,  sup¬ 
press  the  taxes  levied  by  the  church,  keep  at  home  the  revenues 
formerly  paid  to  the  Pope,  and  free  himself  entirely  from  papal 
interference.  He  could  then  authorize  the  establishment  of  the 
new  Protestant  religion.  Moreover,  the  new  church,  its  property 
and  its  ministers,  would  be  subject  to  the  political  authority  of  the 
king  or  prince,  since  it  depended  on  him  for  its  existence.  This  is 
what  happened  in  many  of  the  countries  where  Protestant 
churches  were  established — in  many  German  principalities,  and  in 
Holland,  Denmark,  Sweden,  Norway,  and  England. 

Thus  the  Reformation  resulted  in  establishing  in  western 
Europe  many  religions  and  many  churches.  It  broke  the  acknowl¬ 
edged  authority  of  the  medieval  church,  and  strengthened  the  civil 
authority  of  kings  and  princes.  All  this  was  not  accomplished 
without  much  strife  and  bloodshed.  For  a  century  and  a  half 
Europe  was  devastated  by  civil  and  international  wars  growing  out 
of  the  religious  conflict.  Luther  and  Calvin  were  no  more  tolerant 
in  matters  of  religion  than  the  Popes  or  the  priests  of  the  Catholic 
Church.  At  Geneva,  Calvin  had  Servetus  burned  at  the  stake  for 
heresy.  Luther  said:  “It  is  not  for  Herr  Omnes  ('Mr.  Everyman’) 
to  decide  what  should  be  rejected”  in  matters  of  religion;  and  he 
did  all  that  he  could  to  suppress  other  forms  of  belief  than  his 
own.  Yet  in  the  end  the  Reformation  helped  to  spread  abroad  a 
spirit  of  toleration.  After  fighting  over  religion  for  more  than  a 
hundred  years,  and  when  many  religions  were  established,  each 
claiming  to  be  the  true  one,  many  people  were  sure  to  think: 
“They  can’t  all  be  right.  Perhaps  none  of  them  is  wholly  right.” 
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II.  Political  and  Economic  Development:  Great  States  and 

Colonial  Empires 

As  the  power  of  the  church  declined,  the  power  of  kings  in¬ 
creased.  During  the  period  from  the  sixteenth  to  the  eighteenth 
centuries  the  modern  system  of  sovereign  independent  states  made 
its  appearance,  and  the  first  modern  colonial  empires  were 
founded.  In  order  to  understand  these  important  changes,  we 
must  first  learn  something  about  the  geographical  explorations  and 
discoveries  of  that  time. 

Voyages  of  discovery:  Columbus  and  Vasco  da  Gama.  From  the 
time  of  the  crusades  Italian  merchants  had  imported  by  way  of 
the  Mediterranean  many  valuable  things  which  came  from  the 
Far  East  through  the  countries  of  the  Moslems— silks  and  tapes¬ 
tries,  pepper  and  other  spices,  gold  and  silver  and  precious  stones. 
These  things  they  bought  at  high  prices  in  Alexandria,  Constan¬ 
tinople,  and  the  ports  of  Syria,  and  sold  them  again  in  Europe 
at  still  higher  prices.  Until  the  late  thirteenth  century  Europeans 
knew  little  about  the  countries  from  which  these  things  came — 
China,  India,  and  the  “Spice  Islands.”  But  then  they  began  to 
learn  more  about  them  from  the  reports  of  missionaries  and 
merchants  who  visited  these  countries. 

The  most  famous  of  these  travelers  was  Marco  Polo,  son  of  a 
Venetian  merchant,  who  lived  for  many  years  in  China,  returned 
by  way  of  India,  and  wrote  a  book— Kingdoms  and  Marvels  of  the 
East.  From  this  book,  and  the  reports  of  other  travelers, 
Europeans  learned  that  India  and  China  were  fabulously  rich  in 
all  the  products  of  industry,  in  gold  and  silver  and  precious  stones, 
and  that  in  these  countries  such  things  were  to  be  had  very  cheap. 
Besides,  says  Marco  Polo,  the  people  of  these  countries  are  excel¬ 
lent  craftsmen,  but  “no  warriors  at  all.”  Europeans  were  good 
warriors,  and  they  felt  that,  if  only  they  could  find  a  direct  ocean 
route  to  China  and  India,  they  could  get  all  the  fine  things  they 
wanted  with  little  effort  and  at  slight  cost. 

This  search  for  a  new  route  to  India  and  China  was  begun  by 
the  Portuguese.  In  the  fifteenth  century  Prince  Henry,  the  “Navi¬ 
gator,”  learned  that  the  gold  and  ivory  which  Moorish  traders  sold 
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From  an  edition  of  Cicero  printed  in  1531.  The  goods  are  in  bags  or  bales. 

in  Ceuta  were  brought  across  the  desert  from  the  south.  He  there¬ 
fore  sent  expeditions  down  the  coast  of  Africa,  and  after  many 
efforts  the  Gold  and  Ivory  Coast  in  the  Gulf  of  Guinea  was  dis¬ 
covered.  Encouraged  by  this  discovery,  Portuguese  voyagers  went 
on,  hoping  to  sail  round  the  southern  point  of  Africa  into  the 
Indian  Ocean.  This  was  more  difficult  than  they  had  supposed, 
but  at  last  Vasco  da  Gama  managed  to  reach  India  (1498).  From 
there  the  Portuguese  went  on  to  the  “Spice  Islands.”  The  first 
ship  load  of  pepper  brought  to  Lisbon  netted  the  owners  an 
enormous  profit,  and  yet  was  sold  for  half  the  current  price  of 
pepper  in  Europe. 

Meantime,  Columbus,  a  Genoese  sailor,  had  another  plan  for 
reaching  India.  He  believed  that  the  shortest  route  to  India  was 
not  around  Africa  but  to  the  west  across  the  Atlantic.  He  there¬ 
fore  went  to  Spain  and  persuaded  Queen  Isabella  to  provide  him 
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with  three  small  vessels,  in  which  he  made  his  famous  voyage.  In 
October,  1492,  six  years  before  Vasco  da  Gama  reached  India, 
Columbus  landed  on  the  Island  of  San  Salvador,  not  far  from 
Cuba.  He  thought  it  was  near  the  mainland  of  India  or  China, 
and  many  years  passed  before  Spanish  explorers  realized  that  he 
had  discovered  a  new  world  and  not  the  old  one.  The  king  of 
Portugal  was  much  pleased  at  the  “failure’'  of  Columbus.  As  soon 
as  Da  Gama  returned  in  1499,  he  wrote  a  polite  but  sarcastic 
letter  about  it  to  the  king  of  Spain,  stating  that  the  real  Indies 
had  been  discovered  by  “a  nobleman  of  our  household”  who  had 
brought  back  “cinnamon,  cloves,  ginger,  nutmeg,  pepper,  also 
many  fine  stones  of  all  sorts;  so  that  henceforth  all  Christendom  in 
this  part  of  Europe  shall  be  able  to  provide  itself  with  these  spices 
and  precious  stones.” 

But  the  Spanish  made  the  best  of  their  failure.  They  explored 
the  new  world,  hoping  to  find  at  least  something  worthwhile  in 
it— gold  and  silver,  diamonds,  perhaps  the  fabled  Fountain  of 
Youth.  They  did  not  find  the  Fountain  of  Youth,  but  in  1519 
Cortes  conquered  the  Aztecs  of  Mexico,  and  found  there  great 
stores  of  gold  and  silver;  and  a  few  years  later  Pizarro  conquered 
the  Incas  of  Peru,  where  he  found  still  larger  stores  of  gold  and 
silver,  and  also  the  rich  silver  mines  of  Potosi.  This  was  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  great  Spanish  empire  in  the  West  Indies,  Mexico, 
South  America,  and  the  southern  and  western  parts  of  what  is  now 
the  United  States.  The  natives,  reduced  to  slavery,  provided  them 
with  cheap  labor  for  their  mines  and  plantations,  and  in  the 
sixteenth  century  rich  cargoes  of  cochineal,  dyes  and  drugs,  and 
gold  and  silver  plate  were  carried  regularly  from  America  to  Spain. 

How  the  voyages  of  discovery  influenced  the  development  of 
commerce  and  industry.  In  the  Middle  Ages  the  main  routes  of 
commerce  were  by  the  Mediterranean  to  western  Asia  (p.  242). 
Since  the  Italian  and  German  cities  profited  most  by  this  trade, 
they  were  the  chief  centers  of  business  and  finance  in  Europe. 
But  the  voyages  of  discovery  shifted  the  main  routes  of  commerce 
to  the  Atlantic,  and  business  and  financial  supremacy  passed  from 
Italy  and  Germany  to  those  countries  on  the  Atlantic  which  con- 
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Up-to-date  Trucking,  1773 

This  advertisement  by  James  Sharp,  maker  of  new-style  “rolling  carts  and 
wagons,”  shows  the  broad  wheels  designed  to  prevent  heavy  trucks  from  miring 
in  the  dirt  roads.  They  also  served  the  purpose  of  rolling  the  roads. 

trolled  the  trade  to  India  and  America:  Spain  and  Portugal,  then 
Holland,  France,  and  England.  This  shift  in  trade  routes  is  called 
the  '‘Commercial  Revolution/' 

There  was  also  a  change  in  the  management  and  control  of 
commerce.  Commerce  by  the  old  routes  was  in  short  stages. 
For  example,  merchants  in  north  German  cities  traded  with  mer¬ 
chants  in  south  German  cities;  these  traded  with  merchants  in 
Italian  cities;  and  these  with  merchants  in  Constantinople  or 
Alexandria.  Such  short-stage  enterprises  were  neither  very  ex¬ 
pensive  nor  very  dangerous— they  could  be  financed  by  the  mer¬ 
chants  in  the  guilds  and  protected  by  the  city.  But  trade  between 
Portugal  and  India,  or  Spain  and  America,  could  not  be  carried 
on  in  short  stages.  Merchants  in  the  guilds  could  not  finance 
these  long  voyages,  the  ordinary  city  could  not  protect  them  on 
the  sea  or  against  the  natives  in  far-off  India  or  America.  Such 
enterprises  had  to  be  financed  by  the  government,  or  by  great 
trading  corporations,  such  as  the  Dutch  East  India  Company 
and  the  English  East  India  Company,  and  in  either  case  the 
ventures  had  to  be  protected  by  navies  and  armies  which  only 
powerful  governments  could  provide.  Thus  the  management  and 
control  of  large-scale  commerce  passed  from  the  guilds  and  the 
city  to  chartered  trading  companies  and  the  state. 

Industry  as  well  as  commerce  was  influenced  by  the  discoveries. 
The  great  amounts  of  gold  and  silver  brought  from  Mexico  and 
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Peru  raised  prices  by  increasing  the  amount  of  money  in  Europe. 
Rising  prices  stimulated  industry  by  increasing  profits,  and  led  to 
the  accumulation  of  "capital”  (money)  in  banks  and  at  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  individual  capitalists.  Banks  or  other  corporations,  out¬ 
side  of  the  guilds,  invested  their  money  in  new  enterprises  in 
which  the  risk  of  failure  was  greater  than  in  ordinary  guild  enter¬ 
prise,  but  in  which,  if  successful,  the  profits  were  much  greater 
also.  Thus  there  arose,  outside  the  old  guilds,  the  modern  "big 
business”  enterprise  conducted  by  individuals  or  families  or  cor¬ 
porations.  The  most  famous  of  these  banking  capitalists  was  a 
German  family  by  the  name  of  Fugger.  The  Fuggers  were  inter¬ 
national  bankers,  operating  from  Augsburg  and  Madrid,  who 
played  in  the  sixteenth  century  the  role  which  is  played  today  by 
the  Rothschilds,  and  the  House  of  Morgan.  Jakob  Fugger  was 
known  throughout  Europe  as  "Jakob  Fugger,  the  Rich.”  He 
financed  mining  and  other  large  business  enterprises,  loaned  money 
to  kings  and  princes,  administered  the  grant  of  Papal  Indulgence 
in  Germany,  and  out  of  his  great  wealth  endowed  churches  and 
founded  libraries.  He  was  the  "admiration  of  the  whole  German 
land,”  more  powerful  and  more  famous  than  nobles  or  bishops. 

In  these  ways  the  voyages  of  discovery,  by  changing  the  char¬ 
acter  of  trade  and  industry,  led  to  the  decline  of  the  guilds  and 
the  rise  of  modern  capitalistic  enterprise.  The  voyages  of  dis¬ 
covery  had  also  important  political  results.  They  made  possible 
the  rise  of  the  great  states  and  colonial  empires  of  the  sixteenth 
and  seventeenth  centuries. 

How  Spain  became  the  leading  power  in  the  sixteenth  century. 

The  greatness  of  Spain  begins  with  the  reigns  of  Ferdinand  of 
Aragon  (1479-1516)  and  Isabella  of  Castile  (1474-1504).  Their 
marriage  united  the  two  countries  under  their  joint  rule.  In  1492 
they  expelled  the  Moors  from  Spain,  and  during  their  reigns  all  of 
the  Spanish  peninsula,  except  Portugal,  was  united  in  the  King¬ 
dom  of  Spain.  Ferdinand  became  king  of  Naples  in  Italy  also, 
while  Isabella  authorized  and  financed  the  expedition  of  Columbus 
in  1492  which  resulted  in  giving  to  Spain  its  immense  colonial 
empire  in  America. 
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The  grandson  of  Ferdinand  and  Isabella  was  Charles  I  ( 1 516— 
1556).  Charles’  other  grandfather  was  Maximilian,  head  of  the 
Austrian  Hapsburg  possessions  and  emperor  in  Germany.  Charles’ 
father  was  Philip,  who  ruled  Burgundy  and  the  Netherlands. 
Upon  the  death  of  his  father,  Charles  became  ruler  of  Bur¬ 
gundy  and  the  Netherlands;  upon  the  death  of  Maximilian  he 
became  ruler  of  Austria;  and  in  1519  he  was  elected  emperor 
(Holy  Roman  Emperor  of  the  German  States,  p.  255).  Thus  as 
Charles  I,  King  of  Spain,  and  Charles  V,  Emperor  in  Germany, 
he  was  by  far  the  most  powerful  ruler  in  Europe.  France  was  the 
only  great  power  that  could  contest  his  supremacy. 

Charles  V  was  always  in  need  of  money.  It  cost  him  a  great 
deal  to  be  elected  emperor,  and  still  more  to  maintain  a  navy  to 
safeguard  his  possessions  in  America,  and  an  army  to  support  his 
authority  in  Europe.  The  necessary  money  came  from  the  gold 
and  silver  mines  of  Mexico  and  Peru,  but  as  Charles  was  always  in 
arrears  he  often  borrowed  money  from  the  banking  house  of 
Jakob  Fugger,  pledging  as  security  his  future  income  from  these 
American  mines.  This  is  only  one  example  showing  how  the 
interests  of  kings  and  financiers  were  related,  and  how  the  dis¬ 
covery  of  America  added  to  the  power  of  the  one  and  to  the 
profits  of  the  other. 

Charles  managed  to  govern  Spain  without  much  difficulty,  but 
in  Germany  he  came  to  grief.  The  emperors  had  never  had  much 
power  over  the  German  princes  (p.  254).  Charles  wished  to  unite 
Germany  under  the  rule  of  the  emperor.  Meantime,  the  Pope 
wished  to  suppress  the  Lutheran  religion  which  many  German 
princes  had  adopted.  Charles  therefore  joined  forces  with  the 
Pope  in  the  effort  to  suppress  the  Lutheran  heresy,  and  thereby 
deprive  the  princes  of  their  political  independence.  To  achieve 
this  end,  Charles  fought  many  wars  with  the  Protestant  princes  of 
Germany.  If  the  German  princes  alone  had  opposed  him,  he 
might  have  succeeded.  But  French  kings,  Francis  I  and  Henry  II, 
who  thought  that  Charles  had  too  much  power  in  Europe  as  it 
was,  joined  the  German  princes  in  these  wars,  and  in  the  end 
Charles  was  defeated.  By  the  Peace  of  Augsburg  (1555)  it  was 
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agreed  that  each  German  prince  should  have  the  right  to  establish 
in  his  principality  either  the  Catholic  or  the  Lutheran  religion 

(cujus  regio,  ejus  religio— He 
who  has  the  rule,  has  also  the 
religion).  Thus  the  German 
princes,  with  the  aid  of  France, 
preserved  political  independence, 
and  Germany  remained  in  part 
Catholic,  in  part  Protestant. 

Worn  out  by  his  exertions 
and  saddened  by  his  failure, 
Charles  did  something  which 
Icings  rarely  do— he  abdicated 
his  titles  as  king  and  emperor, 
and  retired  to  a  monastery  to 
end  his  life  in  peace.  To  his 
brother,  Ferdinand,  he  gave  his 
Austrian  possessions  and  the 
imperial  title.  To  his  son, 
Philip  II,  he  gave  Spain,  the 
Netherlands,  and  the  American 
colonies. 

Under  Philip  II  (1556-1598) 
Spain  was  still  the  greatest  power 
in  Europe.  Philip  was  a  less  able  man  than  his  father.  He  was 
sincere  and  industrious,  but  solemn  and  narrow-minded,  and 
above  all  he  wished  his  subjects  to  be  good  Catholics.  His  great 
aim  was  to  extend  his  power  in  Europe  by  supporting  the  Catholic 
cause  in  France,  Germany,  and  England.  But  his  reign  was  a 
series  of  failures.  His  attempt  to  tax  the  rich  provinces  of  the 
Netherlands,  and  to  suppress  the  Protestant  religion  there,  led  to 
a  rebellion  which  lasted  many  years.  In  the  end  the  southern 
Catholic  provinces  were  forced  to  submit  to  Spain,  but  the 
northern  Protestant  provinces,  led  by  William  the  Silent,  won  their 
independence  and  established  the  Dutch  Republic. 

Meantime,  Philip  became  more  and  more  hostile  to  Queen 


Courtesy  Museo  del  Prado 

Philip  II  of  Spain  as  a  Young 
Man 

In  this  painting  by  the  famous  artist 
Titian  the  emperor  is  shown  in  half 
armor. 
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Elizabeth  of  England,  partly  because  she  refused  to  restore  the 
Catholic  religion  in  England,  chiefly  because  English  privateers, 
with  the  Queen’s  secret  consent,  preyed  upon  Spanish  ships  and 
carried  off  to  England  much  of  the  gold  and  silver  the  ships 
were  bringing  from  America  to  Spain.  In  1588  Philip  therefore 
sent  the  famous  fleet  known  as  the  “Spanish  Armada”  to  make  a 
conquest  of  England.  The  great  Armada  was  totally  destroyed, 
and  a  few  years  later  the  English  defeated  another  Spanish  fleet 
at  the  Battle  of  Seville.  These  defeats  ended  Spanish  control  of 
the  sea,  and  thereby  made  it  possible  for  France,  England,  and 
the  Dutch  Republic  to  establish  colonies  in  America,  and  to  send 
ships  to  trade  in  India  and  the  Far  East. 

This  brings  us  to  the  seventeenth  centry,  which  witnessed  the 
decline  of  Spain,  and  the  rising  power  of  France,  England,  and  the 
Dutch  Republic. 

How  France,  England,  and  the  Dutch  Republic  replace  Spain  and 
Austria  as  the  leading  powers  in  the  seventeenth  century.  The 

destruction  of  the  Spanish  Armada  (1588)  was  followed  imme¬ 
diately  by  the  formation  of  the  Dutch  and  English  East  India 
Companies  (1599,  1600),  and  during  the  seventeenth  century  the 
English,  and  more  especially  the  Dutch,  replaced  Portugal  as  the 
chief  carriers  of  East  Indian  trade.  In  1607  the  Virginia  Company 
founded  an  English  colony  in  Virginia,  and  during  the  century 
eleven  other  colonies  were  established  along  the  coast  of  North 
America  from  Maine  to  South  Carolina.  At  the  same  time  the 
French  established  settlements  at  Quebec  and  New  Orleans,  and 
at  many  points  in  between  along  the  great  waterways  of  the 
Great  Lakes  and  the  Mississippi;  and  both  France  and  England 
acquired  colonies  in  the  West  Indies.  Thus  in  the  seventeenth . 
century,  as  the  naval  power  of  Spain  declined,  France,  England, 
and  the  Dutch  Republic  became  important  colonial  and  commer¬ 
cial  powers. 

In  this  century  Spain  also  lost  her  ascendancy  in  Europe.  This 
was  partly  the  result  of  economic  and  political  weakness  at  home, 
partly  the  result  of  the  Thirty  Years’  War  in  Germany  (1618- 
1648).  This  devastating  war,  like  the  wars  of  Charles  V  in  the 


298 


MEDIEVAL  CIVILIZATION 


Courtesy  A  rchives  Photo graphiques 


Uniforms  of  the  Period  of  the  Thirty  Years'  War 

These  engravings  of  a  colonel  and  a  lieutenant  by  J.  Gheyn  (after  Goltzius) 
were  published  in  a  book  entitled  “Maniement  d’Armes,”  1608. 

sixteenth  century,  grew  out  of  the  Protestant-Catholic  religious 
conflict.  The  emperor,  supported  by  some  Catholic  German 
princes  and  also  by  the  king  of  Spain,  wished  to  suppress  the 
Protestant  religion  and  subject  the  German  princes  to  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  emperor.  By  1629  he  had  nearly  succeeded.  But  in 
1630  Gustavus  Adolphus  of  Sweden  intervened  on  behalf  of  the 
Protestant  princes  against  the  emperor,  and  upon  the  death  of 
Gustavus  in  1632  France,  under  the  lead  of  Cardinal  Richelieu, 
minister  of  Louis  XIII,  also  intervened  in  order  to  extend  the 
territory  of  France  in  Alsace  and  to  weaken  the  power  of  Austria 
and  Spain.  The  Thirty  Years’  War  was  really  a  repetition  of  the 
wars  of  Charles  V  a  hundred  years  earlier.  Beginning  as  a  religious 
war  in  Germany,  it  ended  as  a  war  between  France  on  the  one 
side,  and  Austria  and  Spain  on  the  other.  As  in  the  previous 
struggle,  Spain  and  Austria  were  defeated.  The  Peace  of  West¬ 
phalia  in  1648,  essentially  a  repetition  of  the  Peace  of  Augsburg  in 
1555,  provided  that  the  German  princes  should  be  independent  of 
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the  emperor,  and  free  to  choose  either  the  Protestant  (Lutheran 
or  Calvinist)  or  the  Catholic  religion. 

This  long  and  ferocious  war  nearly  ruined  Germany.  The 
population  was  reduced  by  about  one  half.  Wealthy  cities  were 
impoverished,  thousands  of  villages  were  destroyed,  and  the  mass 
of  the  people  were  reduced  to  semi-barbarism.  This  terrible 
exhaustion  of  Germany,  and  the  failure  of  the  emperor  to  con¬ 
solidate  Germany  under  one  government,  ended  the  former 
ascendancy  of  the  Spanish  and  Austrian-Hapsburg  power  in 
Europe,  and  prepared  the  way  for  the  ascendancy  of  France  under 
the  famous  king,  Louis  XIV. 

Louis  XIV  (1661-1715)  was  known  through  Europe  as  “the 
Great  King/7  He  is  reported  to  have  said,  “I  am  the  State/7 
Maybe  he  didn’t  say  it,  but  it  expresses  well  enough  his  success 
in  suppressing  all  opposition  to  his  authority.  For  centuries 
French  kings  had  tried  to  overcome  the  turbulence  of  the  nobles 
and  the  independence  of  the  church.  Better  than  any  other 
king,  Louis  succeeded  in  this  effort.  French  nobles  were  always 
in  need  of  money,  and  Louis  made  them  obedient  by  giving  them 
pensions,  and  well  paid  but  unimportant  offices.  Besides,  he 
appointed  younger  sons  of  noble  families  to  be  bishops  in  the 
church.  Thus  the  bishops,  owing  their  appointment  to  the  king, 
were  less  likely  to  support  the  Pope  in  opposition  to  him.  Louis 
also  won  the  support  of  the  bishops  by  depriving  the  French  Prot¬ 
estants  (Huguenots)  of  the  privileges  they  had  enjoyed  by  the 
Edict  of  Nantes  (1598),  which  had  ended  the  religious  wars  in 
France.  Louis  still  further  strengthened  his  hold  upon  the  govern¬ 
ment  by  excluding  nobles  and  bishops  from  important  political 
offices,  to  which  he  appointed  able  and  ambitious  men  of  the 
middle  class. 

Louis  also  built  a  magnificent  chateau  at  Versailles,  where  he 
established  the  most  splendid  royal  court  in  Europe.  There  he 
conducted  the  affairs  of  government.  There  he  encouraged,  and 
even  compelled,  the  great  nobles  to  reside,  so  that  he  could  keep 
his  eye  on  them  and  know  what  they  were  doing.  Living  in 
intimate  contact  with  the  king,  meeting  him  every  day  in  the 
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Courtesy  Museo  del  Prado 

A  Battle  in  the  Seventeenth  Century 


great  Hall  of  Mirrors,  the  habit  of  respect  and  submission  became 
stronger.  One  day  a  young  noble,  Saint-Simon,  asked  the  king 
to  give  him  the  offices  which  his  deceased  father  had  held.  Louis 
granted  the  request  and  "‘exhorted  me  to  behave  well,  and  prom¬ 
ised  to  take  care  of  me.”  Nobles  and  bishops  knew  that  unless 
they  were  obedient  the  king  would  not  take  care  of  them  by 
granting  them  favors,  offices,  and  pensions. 

Louis  not  only  made  himself  master  of  France,  he  tried  to  make 
France  the  dominant  power  in  Europe.  Conditions  favored  him. 
England  was  engaged  in  the  struggle  between  king  and  Parliament 
(p.  302).  Germany  was  exhausted  by  the  Thirty  Years'  War. 
Spain  was  governed  by  a  king,  Charles  II,  weak  in  mind  and  body. 
Unable  to  resist  this  favorable  opportunity,  Louis  waged  war  to 
enlarge  the  territory  of  France.  First  he  tried  to  conquer  the 
Dutch  Republic  (Dutch  War,  1672-1679).  In  this  he  failed 
because  of  the  heroic  resistance  of  the  Dutch  under  the  able 
leadership  of  William  of  Orange.  In  1688  William  of  Orange 
became  king  of  England,  and  from  this  time  the  Dutch  and  the 
English  were  active  in  organizing  a  coalition  of  European  powers 
against  the  aggressions  of  France.  Against  this  coalition  Louis 
fought  two  more  wars,  the  War  of  the  League  of  Augsburg  ( 1689— 
1697)  and  the  War  of  the  Spanish  Succession. 

The  War  of  the  Spanish  Succession  (1701-1713)  was  the  most 
important  of  all.  Charles  II  of  Spain  had  no  son,  and  before  he 
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died  he  made  a  will  giving  all  of  his  possessions  (Spain,  the 
Netherlands,  the  Spanish  possessions  in  Italy,  and  the  American 
colonies)  to  Philip  of  Anjou,  the  grandson  of  Louis  XIV.  This 
would  virtually  unite  France  and  the  immense  Spanish  empire. 
Therefore  England,  the  Dutch  Republic,  Austria,  and  some  of 
the  German  princes  formed  a  coalition  to  prevent  it.  The  coali¬ 
tion  won  most  of  the  battles,  but  in  the  end  a  compromise  was 
agreed  to.  Philip  became  king  of  Spain  and  of  the  colonies  in 
America.  But  it  was  agreed  that  the  crowns  of  Spain  and  France 
should  never  be  united,  and  the  Netherlands  and  the  Spanish 
possessions  in  Italy  were  given  to  Austria.  The  Dutch  were  safe¬ 
guarded  by  military  fortresses  on  the  French-Netherlands  frontier, 
and  England  was  given  the  privilege  of  importing  slaves  and 
English  commodities  into  the  Spanish  colonies  (Peace  of  Utrecht, 
1713). 

Three  years  later  Louis  XIV  died,  not  much  regretted  by  his 
own  people.  His  wars  had  impoverished  France,  and  gained  her 
little  but  the  city  of  Strasbourg  and  the  province  of  Franche- 
Comte.  At  the  end  of  his  reign  France  was  less  powerful,  the 
Dutch  and  the  English  more  powerful,  than  at  the  beginning. 

New  balance  of  power  in  the  eighteenth  century:  rise  of  Russia, 
Prussia,  and  the  British  Empire.  In  the  sixteenth  century  the 
struggle  for  power  in  Europe  was  chiefly  between  France  on  the 
one  side  and  Spain  and  Austria  on  the  other— between  “Bourbon 
and  Hapsburg.”  But  in  the  eighteenth  century  three  other 
“Great  Powers”  joined  in  the  conflict.  These  were  Russia,  Prussia, 
and  England. 

Russia  plaved  little  part  in  European  affairs  until  the  reign  of 
Peter  the  Great  (1689-1725).  Peter  tried  to  “westernize”  Russia. 
He  conquered  Swedish  territory  around  the  Gulf  of  Finland,  and 
moved  the  capital  from  Moscow  to  the  new  city  of  Petersburg  on 
the  Baltic.  He  centralized  the  government  under  the  Tsar,  on  the 
model  of  the  government  of  Louis  XIV,  and  subjected  the  Russian 
Church  to  the  government  very  much  as  Louis  XIV  subjected  the 
French  Church.  He  tried  to  establish  industrial  cities  similar  to 
those  in  western  Europe.  He  even  tried  to  make  people  adopt 
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western  amusements  and  western  clothes.  From  the  time  of 
Peter,  Russia  thus  becomes  one  of  the  great  powers  of  Europe,  a 
rival  of  Austria  in  the  Balkans,  a  rival  of  the  new  state  of  Prussia 
in  the  Baltic,  a  rival  of  both  in  the  weak  kingdom  of  Poland. 

The  new  state  of  Prussia  was  created  by  the  Hohenzollern  rulers 
of  Brandenburg  in  Germany.  The  possessions  of  the  Hohen- 
zollerns  included  the  Duchy  of  Brandenburg,  Pomerania,  East 
Prussia,  and  the  Duchies  of  Cleves,  Mark,  and  Ravensburg  on  the 
Rhine.  In  the  War  of  the  Spanish  Succession  Duke  Frederick 
(Hohenzollern)  sided  with  the  emperor,  and  for  this  service  was 
permitted  to  take  the  title  of  King  of  Prussia.  King  Frederick 
William  increased  his  revenue  and  built  up  a  strong  army  of  about 
80,000  men,  and  under  his  famous  son,  Frederick  the  Great  (1740- 
1786)  Prussia  was  enlarged  and  became  one  of  the  great  powers  in 
Europe.  The  chief  aim  of  the  kings  of  Prussia  was  to  enlarge 
their  territories  in  north  Germany  and  to  rival  Austria  as  leader  of 
the  German  princes. 

In  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  centuries  England  took  little 
part  in  the  conflict  of  European  states.  Henry  VIII  (1509-1547), 
known  for  his  many  wives,  ruled  as  an  absolute  king,  and  used 
his  power  to  separate  England  from  the  Roman  Church.  Queen 
Elizabeth  (1558-1603)  established  the  Anglican  Church  in  the 
form  which  it  still  retains,  and  defended  England  against  Philip  II 
of  Spain  (p.  297).  Freed  from  the  menace  of  foreign  conquest, 
Parliament  began  to  oppose  the  absolute  power  claimed  by  King 
James  I  (1603-1625)  and  his  successor  Charles  I.  This  led  to  a 
civil  war  (1642-1646),  the  execution  of  Charles  I  (1649),  and  a 
temporary  military  dictatorship  under  Oliver  Cromwell.  In  1660 
the  monarchy  was  restored,  under  Charles  II.  But  the  attempt 
of  James  II  to  exercise  absolute  authority,  and  fear  that  he  would 
establish  the  Catholic  religion,  led  to  the  revolution  of  1688, 
which  deposed  James  and  placed  William  of  Orange  (p.  300)  and 
Mary  on  the  throne.  The  result  of  this  long  struggle  of  the 
seventeenth  century  was  that  Parliament  came  to  be  the  ruling 
power,  and  although  the  Anglican  Church  was  the  established 
religion,  other  forms  of  Protestantism  were  permitted.  This  was 
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the  first  stage  in  establishment  of  the  modern  form  of  constitu¬ 
tional,  democratic  government  in  England. 

Meantime,  England  had  established  a  colonial  empire  in  North 
America,  and  trading  settlements  in  India.  This  brought  her  into 
conflict  with  the  other  commercial  and  colonial  countries — France 
and  Spain.  As  soon  as  the  revolutionary  struggle  at  home  was 
ended,  we  therefore  find  England  engaging  in  wars  on  the  con¬ 
tinent  in  order  to  defend  and  extend  her  colonial  and  commercial 
interests  in  America  and  India  against  these  rivals. 

Thus  in  the  eighteenth  century  Russia,  Prussia,  and  England 
enter  the  old  “Bourbon-Hapsburg”  conflict  for  power  in  Europe. 
Between  1733  and  1763  three  wars  were  fought  in  rapid  succession 
(Polish  Succession  War,  1733-1739;  Austrian  Succession  War, 
1740-1748;  Seven  Years’  War,  1756-1763).  During  the  last  two 
of  these  wars  England  and  France  also  fought  in  America  (King 
George’s  War,  French  and  Indian  War)  and  in  India.  Since 
these  wars  were  all  closely  related,  we  may  call  them  the  Thirty 
Years’  World  War  of  the  eighteenth  century.  As  a  result  of  this 
great  conflict,  Spain  recovered  from  Austria  her  former  possessions 
in  Italy,  France  obtained  the  province  of  Lorraine,  Prussia  ob¬ 
tained  the  Austrian  province  of  Silesia,  and  England  took  Canada 
from  France  and  became  the  dominant  power  in  India.  A  few 
years  later  (1772-1795)  the  extensive  kingdom  of  Poland  was 
partitioned  between  Russia,  Prussia,  and  Austria. 

The  general  result  of  these  changes  was  a  new  “balance  of 
power”  in  Europe.  France  lost  the  ascendancy  which  she  had 
in  the  time  of  Louis  XIV.  Prussia  shared  with  Austria  the  as¬ 
cendancy  in  Germany.  Russia  shared  with  Prussia  and  Austria 
the  ascendancy  in  eastern  Europe.  England  replaced  France  and 
Spain  as  the  leading  colonial,  commercial,  and  naval  power  in  the 
world. 

III.  The  Intellectual  Revolution 

What  we  mean  by  the  intellectual  revolution.  Decline  of  the 
church  and  establishment  of  new  religions,  voyages  of  discovery 
and  development  of  commerce  and  industry,  rise  of  great  states 
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and  colonial  empires— all  of  these  events  created  new  interests, 
modified  the  customs  and  habits  of  the  people,  and  necessarily 
changed  their  ideas  about  government  and  social  relations,  art  and 
literature,  religion  and  morality  and  the  meaning  of  life. 

At  the  same  time  the  spread  of  education  increased  the  number 
of  people  capable  of  taking  an  interest  in  such  things.  Even  in 
the  thirteenth  century  the  clergy  were  not  the  only  educated 
people.  About  1447  someone,  probably  John  Gutenberg  of 
Mainz,  invented  a  method  of  printing  by  movable  metal  type. 
This  important  invention  made  it  possible  to  print  many  copies  of 
a  book  at  slight  cost.  As  books  became  more  numerous  and 
cheaper,  more  people  learned  to  read  and  write,  and  thus  acquired 
sorne  education.  By  the  eighteenth  century  nobles  and  middle- 
class  people,  as  well  as  the  clergy  and  the  professors  in  universities, 
were  readers  of  books,  and  some  of  them  writers  of  books  as  well. 
Since  such  people  were  not  familiar  with  Latin,  fewer  books  were 
written  in  Latin  and  more  in  the  languages  spoken  by  the  people. 
And  since  they  were  not  much  interested  in  the  difficult  questions 
of  theology  and  philosophy,  more  books  were  written  about  things 
they  were  interested  in  and  could  understand. 

Thus  between  the  sixteenth  and  the  eighteenth  centuries  the 
church  gradually  lost  control  of  education  and  learning,  Latin 
ceased  to  be  the  common  language  of  educated  people,  and  the 
former  great  interest  in  theology  and  philosophy  and  logic  was  in 
great  measure  replaced  by  a  growing  interest  in  literature  and  art, 
government  and  law  and  economics,  history  and  natural  science. 
This  is  what  we  mean  by  the  intellectual  revolution. 

Art  and  literature;  architecture  and  painting.  In  the  fifteenth 
century  the  Humanists  (p.  280)  admired  the  ancient  Greeks  and 
Romans  so  much  that  medieval  styles  of  architecture  seemed  to 
them  inferior  to  Greek  and  Roman  styles.  The  result  was  a  new 
style  of  architecture  called  “Renaissance,”  which  combined  medie¬ 
val  with  Greek  and  Roman  elements.  Perhaps  the  best  example 
of  Renaissance  architecture  is  the  great  church  of  St.  Peter  in 
Rome.  Renaissance  architecture  spread  throughout  western 
Europe,  and  has  remained  one  of  the  chief  forms  to  the  present. 
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The  greatest  advance  in  art  was  in  sculpture  and  painting.  In 
the  late  fifteenth  century  near  the  Italian  city  of  Florence,  there 
were  born  three  supremely  great  artists— Leonardo  da  Vinci  (born 
1452),  Michelangelo  (1475),  and  Raphael  (1483).  Leonardo  was 
a  kind  of  universal  genius— scientist,  engineer,  inventor,  sculptor, 
but  best  known  for  his  paintings,  such  as  the  Mona  Lisa  portrait, 
and  the  Last  Supper.  Michelangelo  designed  the  church  of  St. 
Peter  in  Rome,  and  painted  on  the  ceiling  and  walls  of  the  Sistine 
Chapel  in  that  church  many  splendid  frescos,  and  his  masterpiece, 
The  Last  Judgment.  Raphael  is  best  known  for  his  portraits  of 
the  Madonna  (mother  of  Christ),  the  most  famous  being  the 
Sistine  Madonna.  In  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  centuries 
there  arose  an  equally  famous  "Dutch  School”  of  painters,  of 
whom  the  most  famous  were  Rubens  and  Rembrandt.  These 
famous  Italian  and  Dutch  artists  have  never  been  surpassed.  For 
the  perfection  of  their  form  and  expression,  and  their  mastery  of 
color,  they  are  still  the  despair  of  modern  painters. 

Literature.  Classical  Latin  literature  came  to  be  one  of  the 
chief  subjects  studied  in  schools  and  universities.  But  Latin  gradu¬ 
ally  ceased  to  be  a  living  language,  and  the  result  was  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  "national”  literatures  of  modern  times — Italian, 
Spanish,  English,  French,  German,  and  so  on.  Each  country  had 
its  great  or  "classic”  age  in  literature,  a  time  when  many  of  its 
greatest  writers  appeared;  and  this  great  age  in  each  country  cor¬ 
responds  in  some  fashion  with  great  achievements  in  other  things. 

The  classic  age  of  Italian  literature  is  from  the  thirteenth  to  the 
sixteenth  centuries,  when  the  Italian  cities  were  prosperous, 
politically  independent,  and  centers  of  learning  and  art.  This  is 
the  time  of  Dante  and  Petrarch  and  Boccaccio  (p.  269),  and  of 
Ariosto  and  Tasso.  In  the  sixteenth  century,  as  the  Italian  cities 
lost  their  prosperity  and  independence,  Italian  literature  declined. 

The  great  age  of  Spanish  literature  is  the  sixteenth  and  early 
seventeenth  centuries,  which  is  also  the  time  when  Spain  was  the 
leading  state  in  Europe.  The  best  work  was  in  lyric  poetry,  and 
especially  in  the  writing  of  plays  and  novels.  The  greatest  of  all 
Spanish  writers  was  Cervantes  (1547-1616),  who  wrote  one  im- 
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mortal  book— Don  Quixote.  It  relates  the  strange  and  amusing 
adventures  of  the  knight,  Don  Quixote,  and  his  faithful  follower, 
Sancho  Panza,  as  they  go  about  in  search  of  worthy  enemies  to 
fight.  It  is  really  a  satire  on  fantastic  and  “quixotic”  ideas  of 
honor  and  chivalry  which  were  then  still  cherished  by  the  Spanish 
nobles.  Don  Quixote  is  one  of  the  masterpieces  of  the  world’s 
literature. 

The  classic  age  of  literature  in  England  is  in  the  time  of  Queen 
Elizabeth,  when  England  was  defending  herself  against  Spain,  and 
beginning  to  build  her  colonial  empire  in  America  and  India. 
This  is  the  “Elizabethan  age,”  the  age  of  Spenser,  Ben  Jonson, 
and  Marlowe,  above  all  of  Shakespeare,  the  greatest  of  all  English 
writers.  Times  of  revolution  and  civil  war  are  always  bad  for 
literature,  and  during  the  English  revolutionary  conflict  Milton 
(Paradise  Lost )  was  the  only  great  writer.  But  in  the  late  seven¬ 
teenth  and  in  the  eighteenth  centuries  there  was  another  time 
of  brilliant  achievement— skillful  if  limited  poets,  such  as  Alex¬ 
ander  Pope,  masters  of  prose  style,  such  as  Addison  and  Swift 
(Gulliver’s  Travels ),  and  the  first  great  English  novelists,  Defoe 
(Robinson  Crusoe ),  Steele,  Richardson,  and  Fielding. 

The  classical  age  in  French  literature  is  the  time  of  Louis  XIV, 
when  France  was  the  leading  power  in  Europe.  It  is  the  time  of 
Blaise  Pascal,  a  scientist  and  mathematician,  and  perhaps  the  finest 
writer  of  prose  in  French  literature;  of  Moliere,  whose  comedies 
are  masterpieces  of  satire  and  wit;  of  Corneille  and  Racine,  whose 
tragedies  Frenchmen  still  regard  as  the  perfection  of  poetic  ex¬ 
pression.  Equally  famous,  if  less  profound,  are  the  writers  of  the 
eighteenth  century — dramatists,  novelists,  historians,  essayists — 
of  whom  Voltaire  and  Rousseau  are  the  best  known  (p.  318  ff.). 

History:  How  the  study  of  the  past  gave  rise  to  new  ideas  about 
the  future.  In  the  Middle  Ages  little  was  known  about  what  hap¬ 
pened  in  the  past  because  scholars  gave  little  attention  to  the 
study  of  history.  But  in  modern  times  history  has  been  one  of 
the  principal  subjects  of  study.  We  find  it  impossible  to  under¬ 
stand  anything  properly  unless  we  know  how  it  has  developed — 
how  it  has  come  to  be  what  it  is.  So  we  study  everything— govern- 
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ment,  law,  religion,  economics,  literature,  science,  even  sport  and 
cooking  as  it  has  developed  from  remote  times.  This  historical 
approach  to  knowledge  is  one  of  the  principal  ways  in  which 
modern  thought  differs  from  medieval  thought. 

In  the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  centuries  many  things  turned  the 
attention  of  scholars  to  the  study  of  history.  Humanists  studied 
ancient  Greek  and  Roman  writers,  and  thereby  became  interested 
in  the  history  of  Greece  and  Rome.  They  read  ancient  historians, 
Livy  and  Polybius  and  Tacitus,  and  admired  them  so  much  that 
they  took  their  works  as  models  for  writing  the  history  of  their 
own  countries.  The  development  of  national  literature  turned  the 
attention  of  scholars  to  the  history  of  literature  and  language;  and 
the  rise  of  great  states  led  to  study  of  the  political  history  of  the 
different  countries— France,  England,  Spain,  Italy,  and  so  on. 
Voyages  of  discovery  made  men  curious  about  the  strange  people 
in  distant  lands,  and  some  knowledge  of  the  history  and  customs 
of  these  people  was  acquired  from  the  reports  of  travelers  and 
explorers.  These  were  some  of  the  things  that  aroused  an  interest 
in  the  study  of  history. 

But  nothing  did  more  to  create  an  interest  in  history  than  the 
Protestant  revolution.  Luther  said  that  the  Pope  had  much 
greater  power  in  his  time  than  in  the  early  centuries,  and  that  the 
doctrines  and  practices  of  the  church  were  different  then.  He 
defended  the  doctrine  of  '‘justification  by  faith”  because  it  was  the 
doctrine  of  St.  Augustine  and  the  Apostle  Paul.  Both  Luther  and 
Calvin  claimed  that  the  doctrines  and  practices  which  prevailed 
when  the  church  was  founded  had  been  abandoned.  This  im¬ 
portant  question  could  not  be  answered  by  logic,  but  only  by 
studying  the  history  of  the  church  from  the  beginning.  Flacius 
Illyricus  and  other  Protestant  scholars  at  Magdeburg  therefore 
published  a  history  of  the  church  (Historia  ecclesiae  Christi ,  1559- 
1574)  in  thirteen  large  volumes  in  order  to  show  that  the  church 
had  departed  from  the  truth  and  simplicity  of  early  times.  To 
refute  this  work,  Cardinal  Baronius  published  another  history  of 
the  church  (Ann ales  ecclesiastici,  1588-1607)  in  twelve  large 
volumes.  These  two  works  were  of  the  greatest  importance  in 
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arousing  an  interest  in  the  study  of  history,  and  in  the  critical 
examination  of  documents  upon  which  the  study  of  history 
depends. 

Thus  many  scholars  turned  away  from  the  study  of  theology  and 
philosophy  to  the  study  of  history.  By  the  eighteenth  century 
great  collections  of  historical  documents  had  been  published,  and 
much  was  known  about  the  proper  method  of  telling  whether  they 
were  genuine  or  not.  Much  was  known  about  the  history  of  each 
country,  of  its  political  institutions,  its  language  and  literature. 
Much  was  known  about  the  history  of  ancient  Greece  and  Rome, 
of  the  Middle  Ages,  and  the  history  of  the  church  and  religion. 
There  were  learned  histories  for  scholars,  and  popular  histories  for 
the  “general  reader.”  It  was  possible  therefore  to  “survey  man¬ 
kind  from  China  to  Peru,”  as  Alexander  Pope  said,  and  to  survey 
mankind  from  the  time  of  the  ancient  Greeks  down  to  the  eight¬ 
eenth  century. 

The  great  importance  of  this  extension  of  historical  knowledge 
was  that  it  enabled  men  to  compare  the  civilization  of  their  own 
time  and  place  with  that  of  distant  countries  and  past  times.  To 
many  it  seemed  that  the  civilization  of  ancient  Greece  and  Rome 
was  the  best  ever  known,  and  that  after  the  fall  of  the  Roman 
Empire  there  had  followed  a  thousand  years  of  decline— a  “Dark 
Age”  of  ignorance  and  barbarism.  But  from  this  Dark  Age  the 
European  peoples  had  emerged,  so  that  the  eighteenth  century 
was  another  “Age  of  Enlightenment,”  equal  to  that  of  the  Greek 
Age  of  Pericles.  Why  then  should  not  further  increase  of  knowl¬ 
edge  give  rise  to  a  civilization  in  the  future  better  than  any  yet 
known? 

Beginnings  of  modern  science:  (I)  How  Galileo  discovered  some 
laws  of  nature  and  was  persecuted  for  his  trouble.  The  ancient 
Greeks  had  learned  much  about  mathematics  and  natural  science 
(pp.  115-116,  149-151).  Much  of  this  had  been  forgotten  in  the 
Middle  Ages.  Scholars  were  not  interested  in  such  matters,  and 
most  people  felt  that  it  was  dangerous  to  meddle  with  the  secret 
forces  hidden  away  in  material  things.  But  as  early  as  the  thir¬ 
teenth  century  Roger  Bacon  and  some  others  were  aware  that  the 


310 


MEDIEVAL  CIVILIZATION 


Courtesy  Bodleian  Library 


Galileo  (1564-1642) 

From  a  painting  in  the  Bodleian  Library,  Oxford  University. 

study  of  nature  would  be  useful  to  men.  In  the  sixteenth  century 
Copernicus  revived  the  old  Greek  theory  that  the  sun,  rather  than 
the  earth,  is  the  center  of  our  system  of  planets,  and  early  in  the 
seventeenth  century  Kepler  described  the  orbits  which  the  planets 
took  around  the  sun.  But  the  two  most  important  scientists  of 
the  seventeenth  century  were  the  Italian,  Galileo,  and  the  English¬ 
man,  Isaac  Newton. 

Galileo  was  born  in  Italy,  in  the  town  of  Pisa,  in  1564.  He 
became  a  professor— first  a  professor  of  mathematics  in  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Pisa,  and  afterwards  a  professor  of  natural  science  in  the 
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University  of  Padua.  In  Galileo’s  time  scientists  were  discussing 
the  question  of  whether  Aristotle’s  theory  of  falling  bodies  was 
true.  Just  what  Aristotle’s  theory  was,  is  not  very  clear,  but 
Galileo  took  it  to  mean  that  a  ten-pound  ball  of  iron,  for  example, 
would  fall  ten  times  as  fast  as  a  one-pound  ball.  Galileo  was  one 
of  those  who  rejected  this  theory.  Writing  about  1590,  he  said: 
“If  two  stones  were  flung  at  the  same  moment  from  the  top  of  a 
high  tower,  one  stone  twice  the  size  of  the  other,  would  any  one 
believe  that  when  the  smaller  was  half  way  down  the  larger  had 
already  reached  the  ground?” 

We  do  not  know  whether  Galileo  experimented  with  falling 
bodies;  we  do  know  that  such  experiments  were  made  by  others. 
A  scientist  by  the  name  of  Stevins,  or  Stevenius  (1548-1620),  gives 
us  the  following  account:  “The  experiment  against  Aristotle  is 
like  this:  take  two  balls  of  lead  (as  Jean  Brotius  .  .  .  and  I  formerly 
did),  one  ball  ten  times  the  other  in  weight;  and  let  them  go 
together  from  a  height  of  30  feet  down  to  a  plank  below;  you  will 
clearly  perceive  that  the  lighter  will  fall  on  the  plank,  not  ten 
times  more  slowly,  but  so  equally  with  the  other  that  the  sound 
of  the  two  in  striking  will  seem  to  come  back  as  one  single  report.” 

To  us  this  seems  the  obvious  way  to  settle  a  question  of  this 
sort.  But  in  Galileo’s  time  men  were  still  inclined  to  settle  such 
questions  by  asking  what  it  was  reasonable  to  suppose  was  true,  or 
what  Aristotle  had  said  was  true.  Stevenius  was  not  satisfied  with 
such  a  method;  he  preferred  to  drop  two  balls  and  see  whether 
they  did  in  fact  fall  with  the  same  speed,  or  with  different  speeds. 
In  studying  the  behavior  of  the  physical  world,  Stevenius  adopted 
the  modern  scientific  method  of  experiment  and  observation. 

Galileo  may  have  known  about  the  experiment  of  Stevenius, 
and  he  may  himself  have  performed  similar  experiments  of  which 
no  record  has  been  preserved.  The  point  is  that  he  accepted  the 
experimental  method  as  the  proper  one  for  determining  how  ob¬ 
jects  in  the  physical  world  behave.  On  the  basis  of  such  experi¬ 
ments,  Galileo  was  able  to  work  out  the  mathematical  law  of  fall¬ 
ing  bodies— that  is,  the  increasing  rate  of  speed  with  which  they 
fall.  This  law  is  the  foundation  of  modern  mechanics. 
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Galileo  was  interested  in  astronomy  as  well  as  in  mechanics.  By 
means  of  an  improved  telescope  he  discovered  many  things  hith¬ 
erto  unknown  about  the  sun  and  the  moon,  the  Milky  Way,  and 
the  planets  of  Venus  and  Jupiter.  The  chief  importance  of  these 
discoveries  was  to  confirm  the  theory  of  Copernicus  that  the  earth 
and  other  planets  moved  around  the  sun  instead  of  the  sun  around 
the  earth. 

In  1632  Galileo  published  a  book  entitled  Dialogue  on  the  Two 
Principal  Systems  of  the  World.  It  was  not  a  dry,  scientific 
treatise,  but  a  kind  of  story,  in  the  form  of  a  lively  dialogue  or 
argument  between  three  characters  named  Salviati,  Sagredo,  and 
Simplicio.  Salviati  presents  the  theory  of  Galileo  clearly  and 
effectively;  Sagredo  is  a  modest  pupil  willing  to  learn;  but  Sim¬ 
plicio  ('‘Simpleton77)  is  a  stupid  person  who  with  foolish  reasons 
tries  to  defend  the  old  system.  Simplicio  was  intended,  of  course, 
to  represent  the  theologians  and  professors  who  did  not  accept  the 
Copernican  system. 

The  authorities  felt  that  Galileo  was  more  interested  in  ridicul¬ 
ing  the  church  than  he  was  in  proving  the  truth  of  the  new  ideas. 
Therefore,  the  Pope— who  had  taken  Galileo's  part  in  an  earlier 
investigation — now  summoned  him  before  the  Holy  Inquisition  at 
Rome.  Galileo’s  teachings  were  condemned,  and  Galileo  was 
ordered  to  recant  his  belief  that  the  earth  moves  around  the  sun. 
Galileo  had  no  wish  to  suffer  the  fate  of  Giordano  Bruno,  who  was 
burned  at  the  stake  in  1600  for  refusing  to  recant  a  heresy.  Per¬ 
haps  he  reasoned  that  the  truth  of  his  theory  would  neither  be 
disproved  by  his  denying  it,  nor  confirmed  by  his  being  burned  at 
the  stake  for  refusing  to  deny  it.  At  all  events,  Galileo  recanted. 
He  said  that  he  had  no  desire  to  oppose  the  teachings  of  the 
church,  and  that  accordingly  he  no  longer  believed  that  the  earth 
moved  around  the  sun. 

(2)  Why  the  persecution  of  scientists  went  out  of  fashion  towards 
the  end  of  the  seventeenth  century.  Galileo  died  in  1642.  That 
very  year  the  great  English  scientist,  Isaac  Newton,  was  born. 
For  his  discoveries  Newton  was  honored  in  his  lifetime,  and  when 
he  died  in  1727  his  funeral  was  a  public  event,  celebrated  with 


THE  BEGINNING  OF  MODERN  CIVILIZATION 


313 


Courtesy  National  Portrait  Gallery.,  London 


Sir  Isaac  Newton  (1642-1727) 

pomp  and  circumstance  in  the  presence  of  nobles,  bishops,  and 
high  government  officials.  Between  the  death  of  Galileo  and  the 
death  of  Newton  a  great  change  had  occurred — the  practice  of  per¬ 
secuting  scientists  had  largely  gone  out  of  fashion. 

The  work  of  Galileo  himself  did  much  to  bring  about  this 
change;  and  while  Galileo  was  still  living,  the  study  of  nature 
found  a  powerful  champion  in  Francis  Bacon,  lord  chancellor  of 
England  in  the  time  of  James  I.  Bacon  did  not  make  scientific 
discoveries  himself,  but  he  wrote  two  books  which  had  a  wide 
influence.  These  were  The  Advancement  of  Learning  and  the 
Novum  Organum.  In  these  works  Bacon  maintained  with  great 
eloquence  that  the  learning  of  the  philosophers  and  theologians 
was  of  little  value.  For,  he  said,  they  are  too  much  inclined  to 
spin  their  theories  out  of  their  own  heads,  “as  the  spider  worketh 
his  web”;  and  so  they  “bring  forth  indeed  cobwebs  of  learning, 
admirable  for  the  fineness  of  the  thread  and  work,  but  of  no  sub- 
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stance  or  profit.”  Bacon  therefore  urged  men  to  study  nature  and 
thus  acquire  new  knowledge  which  might  be  of  practical  benefit 
to  mankind.  His  writings  had  a  great  influence  on  account  of 
their  merits,  but  also  because  the  author  was  a  man  of  rank  and  a 
high  official. 

Besides  the  writings  of  Bacon  and  the  discoveries  of  Galileo  and 
other  scientists,  there  was  another  influence  which  helped  to  make 
the  study  of  nature  popular.  This  was  the  growing  indifference 
to  religious  controversy.  In  the  middle  of  the  seventeenth  century 
many  people  began  to  ask,  “Is  it  not  better  to  study  nature,  which 
leads  to  knowledge,  than  to  dispute  about  religion,  which  leads  to 
hatred  and  bloodshed?”  Thus  many  intelligent  people  began  to 
think  that  the  hope  of  mankind  lay  in  the  discoveries  of  science. 
One  evidence  of  this  new  interest  was  the  founding  of  scientific 
societies.  The  most  important  of  such  societies  were:  the  Royal 
Society  of  London  (1662);  the  Royal  Academy  of  Science  at  Paris 
(1666);  and  the  Royal  Academy  of  Science  at  Berlin  (1700). 

One  of  the  members  of  the  Royal  Society  of  London  was  Isaac 
Newton.  Few  men  have  had  a  greater  influence  on  modern  his¬ 
tory  than  Newton.  He  did  not  lead  conquering  armies  or  rule  a 
great  kingdom;  but  in  the  eighteenth  century  he  ruled  the 
thoughts  of  men.  Let  us  see  how  he  did  it. 

(3)  How  Newton  discovered  that  objects  have  no  right  to  their 
colors,  having  borrowed  them  from  the  light.  Newton's  first  great 


discovery  was  made  in  a  simple  way.  Holding  an  ordinary  glass 
prism  in  his  window,  he  saw  that  the  light  passing  through  it  was 
thrown  on  the  opposite  wall  in  seven  different  colors.  From  this 
he  concluded  that  white  light  is  a  blend  of  seven  different  kinds  of 
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rays;  and  that  each  of  these  different  kinds  of  rays,  in  passing 
through  the  prism,  is  refracted  (bent  out  of  a  straight  line)  to  a 
different  degree,  so  that  each  ray,  separated  from  all  the  others 
and  falling  on  the  wall  in  a  different  place,  shows  there  its  proper 
color.  (See  the  figure  on  page  314.) 

If  this  was  so,  why,  Newton  wondered,  are  some  objects  one 
color  and  some  another?  This  he  thought  must  be  because  objects 
do  something  to  light  when  it  falls  on  them.  Objects  receive  light 
differently.  Some  objects  are  very  hospitable;  they  open  the 
door  wide,  take  light  in  with  all  its  different  rays,  and  shut  the 
door  again.  Such  objects,  having  absorbed  all  the  rays,  appear 
black.  Other  objects  are  less  hospitable;  they  take  in  all  of  the 
rays  except  one  kind— let  us  say  the  red  rays;  and  the  red  rays, 
finding  the  door  shut  in  their  faces,  fly  back  to  the  eye  of  the 
observer.  Such  objects  appear  red.  Some  objects  will  have 
nothing  to  do  with  light  or  any  of  its  rays.  Such  objects  appear 
white.  Thus  Newton  discovered  that  color  is  not  a  property  of 
objects.  A  red  book  is  a  book  which  has  stolen  and  concealed  all 
the  rays  of  light  except  red,  leaving  the  red  rays  outside  to  conceal 
the  theft. 

(4)  How  Newton,  by  discovering  the  law  of  gravitation,  made  one 
universe  out  of  many  worlds.  Before  Newton’s  time  men  had 
asked  the  simple  questions,  “Why  do  objects  fall  to  the  ground, 
instead  of  falling  up  into  the  sky?  Why  do  the  planets  circle 
around  the  sun,  and  the  moon  round  the  earth,  instead  of  going 
off  at  a  tangent?”  The  first  of  these  questions  they  had  answered 
by  saying  that  the  earth  pulls  objects  to  itself  by  a  force,  which 
they  called  “gravitation.”  The  second  question  they  answered  by 
saying  that  the  sun  pulls  the  planets,  and  the  earth  pulls  the  moon, 
by  a  force  just  sufficient  to  balance  the  force  which,  by  itself, 
would  drive  them  off  at  a  tangent.  Was  this  force  which  pulls 
the  moon  to  the  earth  and  the  planets  toward  the  sun  the  same 
as  the  force  which  makes  objects  fall  to  the  ground?  Before 
Newton’s  time  some  men  had  guessed  that  it  was;  but  no  man 
had  been  able  to  prove  it.  What  Newton  did  was  to  prove  it. 

How  Newton  proved  this  we  can  easily  understand  by  help  of 
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the  figure  on  this  page.  Suppose  that,  when  the  moon  arrived  at 
point  A  in  its  orbit,  the  earth  should  suddenly  let  go  of  it.  In  that 

case  the  moon  would  move  in  a 
straight  line,  and  B  is  the  point  it 
would  reach  in  one  minute.  But 
the  earth  does  not  let  go.  It 
keeps  pulling  the  moon,  and  so 
at  the  end  of  one  minute  the 

moon  finds  itself  at  C  instead  of 

* 

B.  This  means  of  course  that  in 

one  minute  the  earth  has  pulled 

the  moon  down  from  B  to  C. 

This  distance  could  be  calculated, 

and  Newton  found  that  it  was 

n  ^  about  15  feet.  Thus  we  may  say 

Effect  of  the  Force  of  Gravity 

that  the  earth  attracts  the  moon 
by  a  force  which  makes  the  moon  “fall”  15  feet  in  one  minute. 

Now  what  Newton  wanted  to  know  was  this:  Is  this  force 
which  makes  the  moon  fall  15  feet  in  a  minute  the  same  as  the 
force  which  makes  all  bodies  fall  to  the  ground?  How  could  he 
determine  this?  He  did  not  have  a  tower  as  high  as  the  moon,  from 
which  he  could  drop  a  ten  pound  ball  and  see  if  it  would  fall 
from  A  to  D — that  is,  fifteen  feet — in  one  minute.  But  Newton 
did  not  need  the  tower,  for  he  had  something  better— he  had 
Galileo’s  law  of  falling  bodies.  By  means  of  this  law  he  figured 
out  mathematically  that  any  body,  if  it  could  be  carried  up  to  the 
moon’s  orbit  and  dropped  from  point  A,  would  fall  in  the  first 
minute  just  the  distance  from  A  to  D— that  is,  just  as  far  as  the 
moon  “falls”  in  one  minute. 

Thus  Newton,  with  the  help  of  Galileo,  proved  that  the  force 
by  which  the  earth  holds  the  moon  in  its  orbit  is  the  same  as  the 
force  which  makes  bodies  fall  to  the  ground.  By  similar  methods, 
he  proved  that  this  force  is  also  the  same  as  that  by  which  the 
sun  holds  the  planets  in  their  orbits.  In  the  end  Newton  made  it 
possible  for  scientists  to  accept  the  idea  that  ordinary  gravitation 
is  a  force  that  operates  uniformly  throughout  the  universe.  Other 
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Chemical  Laboratory  of  the  University  of  Altdorf,  about  1720 
From  a  drawing  by  Puschner.  This  laboratory  is  equipped  with  retorts  and 
ovens.  The  university’s  income  from  its  endowment  was  only  $4000  yearly. 


men  had  discovered  certain  special  laws  of  nature.  Newton  dis¬ 
covered  one  universal  law  of  nature — that  all  bodies,  great  or  small, 
whether  planets  or  grains  of  sand,  attract  each  other  by  a  uniform 
force,  in  proportion  to  the  mass  of  the  bodies  and  inversely  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  square  of  the  distance  between  them.  Newton  tied 
all  matter  together  with  one  law,  and  so  we  may  say  that  he  made 
one  universe  out  of  many  worlds. 

The  work  of  Newton  turned  the  attention  of  learned  men  to  the 
study  of  nature.  In  the  eighteenth  century  many  inventions  were 
made.  Something  was  learned  about  chemistry;  much  about 
electricity;  and  most  of  all  about  mathematics,  physics,  and  me¬ 
chanics.  The  older  studies  of  theology  and  metaphysics  fell  out 
of  favor,  and  natural  science,  or  “natural  philosophy,”  was  regarded 
as  the  most  important  branch  of  learning. 

How  the  study  of  history  and  science  gave  rise  to  the  modern  idea 
of  "Progress."  In  ancient  times  men  were  inclined  to  think  that, 
in  the  remote  past  when  the  world  was  created,  there  had  been  a 
kind  of  “golden  age,”  but  that  on  account  of  human  ignorance 
or  wickedness  this  happy  state  had  disappeared.  This  idea  made 
men  rather  pessimistic  about  the  future — it  did  not  seem  that  the 
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conditions  of  life  could  ever  be  much  better  than  they  were,  and 
never  so  good  as  they  had  once  been.  In  the  seventeenth  and 
eighteenth  centuries  men  began  to  think  that  this  notion  was  all 
wrong.  The  study  of  history  seemed  to  prove  that  the  old  idea 
of  a  “golden  age”  was  mistaken,  and  that  in  fact  the  conditions  of 
life  in  the  remote  past  were  not  so  good  as  at  present.  The  study 
of  science  seemed  to  prove  that,  by  discovering  the  secret  forces 
of  nature  and  making  them  serve  his  purposes,  man  could  make 
the  conditions  of  life  much  better.  Thus  from  the  study  of  history 
and  science  there  arose  the  modern  idea  of  “progress”— the  idea 
that  with  increase  in  knowledge  men  would  become  wiser,  and 
thereby  steadily  improve  the  political  and  social  conditions  in 
which  they  lived. 

This  optimistic  idea  that  the  “golden  age”  was  coming,  rather 
than  past  and  done  with,  found  expression  in  the  writings  of  the 
“philosophers”  of  the  eighteenth  century.  They  were  not  pro¬ 
fessors  of  philosophy,  but  literary  men — writers  of  plays,  novels, 
histories,  popular  books  on  science,  religion,  morality,  and  govern¬ 
ment.  The  philosophers  did  not  all  have  the  same  ideas  about 
these  things,  but  they  all  agreed  about  one  thing.  They  believed 
that  conditions  of  life  could  be  improved  only  by  discovering  the 
truth  about  man  and  nature,  and  that  the  truth  could  be  dis¬ 
covered  only  if  men  were  free  to  think.  They  were  therefore 
opposed  to  all  churches  and  forms  of  government  which  tried  to 
limit  the  freedom  of  men  to  think  and  to  express  their  opinions. 
One  of  the  most  famous  of  the  philosophers  was  the  Frenchman 
Voltaire  (1694-1778).  His  dramas,  novels,  histories,  tracts,  and 
letters  fill  ninety  volumes.  For  fifty  years,  with  all  the  resources  of 
his  brilliant  mind,  he  preached  freedom  of  thought  and  denounced 
oppression  and  cruelty  in  all  its  forms.  Above  all  others,  Voltaire 
stands  as  the  champion  of  reason  and  tolerance. 

How  Voltaire  made  war  on  intolerance  by  his  writings.  As  a 
young  man,  Voltaire  got  into  trouble  on  account  of  his  biting  wit, 
was  imprisoned  in  the  Bastille,  but  set  free  on  condition  that  he 
would  leave  the  country.  In  1726  he  therefore  went  to  England, 
where  he  resided  three  years.  In  England  Voltaire  was  treated 
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with  great  consideration,  and  he  was  delighted  with  a  country 
where  there  was  so  much  freedom  of  speech,  and  where  literary 
men  and  scientists  were  highly  re¬ 
spected.  In  1727  he  attended  the 
funeral  of  Newton  and  was  amazed 
to  see  “a  professor  of  mathematics 
buried  like  a  king.”  While  in  Eng¬ 
land,  Voltaire  wrote  a  book  called 
Letters  on  the  English  which  was 
published  there  in  1733.  In  it  he 
criticized  the  intolerance  of  the 
French  government  and  church 
by  praising  the  free  institutions 
and  customs  of  England.  '‘The 
English,  as  a  free  people,”  he 
said,  “choose  their  own  road  to 
heaven.”  There  the  nobles  are 
“great  without  insolence,  and  the 
people  share  in  the  government 
without  disorder.” 

In  1734,  after  he  had  returned  to  France,  Voltaire’s  Letters  on 
the  English  was  published  again,  in  his  own  country,  and  people 
read  it  with  eagerness  and  delight.  But  such  a  book  displeased 
the  government  and  the  church,  and  it  was  ordered  to  be  burned 
by  the  public  hangman  as  “scandalous,  contrary  to  religion,  to 
morals,  and  to  respect  for  authority.”  This  was  of  course  the  best 
advertisement  any  book  could  have,  and  more  people  read  the 
work  after  it  was  condemned  than  before.  But  in  order  to  avoid 
the  Bastille,  Voltaire  went  to  live  with  friends  at  the  chateau  of 
Cirey,  in  Lorraine,  where  he  remained  for  fifteen  years.  After¬ 
wards,  since  it  was  still  unsafe  to  live  in  Paris,  he  built  a  fine  house 
at  Ferney,  near  Geneva. 

Besides  his  Letters  on  the  English ,  Voltaire  wrote  plays  which 
thousands  of  people  saw  at  the  theaters.  He  wrote  amusing  tales, 
such  as  Candide;  books  on  science,  such  as  The  Philosophy  of 
Newton;  and  histories.  His  most  important  work  was  a  general 
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When  this  engraving  was  made, 
Voltaire  was  about  forty.  His 
legal  name  was  Franqois  Marie 
Arouet. 
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history  of  the  world  from  the  earliest  times.  This  work  he  called 
An  Essay  on  the  Manners  and  Spirit  of  Nations  (1756).  In  this 
history  he  made  it  appear  that  the  greatest  advancement  in 
knowledge  and  civilization  occurred  when  there  was  greatest  free¬ 
dom  of  thought— that  is,  in  the  time  of  the  Greeks  and  Romans, 
during  the  Renaissance,  and  in  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth 
centuries— whereas  in  the  Middle  Ages,  when  the  church  had  most 
power,  and  thought  was  most  restricted,  there  was  the  greatest 
ignorance  and  wretchedness;  these  were  the  “Dark  Ages.”  Vol¬ 
taire  painted  the  ancient  world  in  brighter  colors  and  the  Middle 
Ages  in  darker  colors  than  either  deserved;  but  for  that  very  reason 
his  history  had  a  great  influence  in  convincing  people  that  the 
intolerance  of  the  church  was  the  great  obstacle  to  enlightenment 
and  progress. 

How  Voltaire  made  war  on  intolerance  by  his  acts.  In  1762 

Voltaire  was  sixty-eight  years  old,  rich  and  famous.  But  instead 
of  taking  his  ease,  the  famous  old  man  now  came  voluntarily  to 
the  aid  of  certain  obscure  persons  who  had  suffered  unjust  and 
cruel  treatment.  The  most  famous  case  of  this  sort  was  that  of 
Jean  Calas. 

Jean  Calas  was  a  Huguenot  shopkeeper  who  had  lived  an  honest 
and  respectable  life  at  Toulouse  for  forty  years.  One  evening  in 
October,  1761,  his  eldest  son,  Mark  Anthony,  committed  suicide 
by  hanging  himself  in  his  father’s  shop.  Someone  started  the 
rumor  that  Mark  Anthony  had  been  murdered  by  his  father  and 
brother  in  order  to  prevent  him  from  turning  Catholic.  The 
rumor  spread  like  wildfire,  and  Jean  Calas  and  his  son  were  tried 
for  murder  by  the  parlement  of  Toulouse.  There  was  no  evidence 
of  murder.  But  the  people  and  the  magistrates  were  blinded  by 
religious  hatred  of  the  Huguenots.  The  property  of  Calas  was  con¬ 
fiscated;  his  two  daughters  and  one  son  were  forced  to  embrace 
the  monastic  life;  and  Jean  Calas  himself  was  first  tortured  and 
then  broken  on  the  wheel— the  most  cruel  punishment  known 
to  the  law. 

Voltaire  studied  this  case  long  and  carefully.  He  became  con¬ 
vinced  that  Calas  was  innocent,  and  set  himself  to  get  the  decision 
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Interior  with  a  Woman  Peeling  Apples 

The  Dutch  Renaissance  painter  Pieter  de  Hoogh  (1629—1677)  shows  us  a 
seventeenth  century  Dutch  home  in  this  lovely  painting. 
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reversed.  He  printed  a  clear  statement  of  the  facts,  had  Madame 
Calas  brought  to  Paris  and  cared  for,  and  got  all  his  friends  to  use 
their  influence  with  officials  of  the  government.  At  last,  after 
three  years  of  hard  work,  the  case  of  Calas  was  retried  at  Paris  and 
the  verdict  was  reversed.  The  children  of  Calas  were  given  their 
freedom,  and  Voltaire  gave  money  and  obtained  money  from 
friends  for  their  necessities.  The  “case  of  Calas’’  became  famous 
throughout  Europe,  and  nothing  Voltaire  ever  did  brought  him 
more  honor  or  admiration  as  the  champion  of  human  rights. 

The  chief  interest  of  Voltaire  was  in  freedom  of  thought.  But 
freedom  of  thought  implies  political  and  social  freedom.  We 
therefore  find  certain  philosophers  advocating  new  theories  of 
government  and  society.  Perhaps  the  most  important  of  these 
were  the  Englishman,  John  Locke,  and  the  Frenchman,  Jean 
Jacques  Rousseau. 

New  theories  of  government  and  society:  (I)  How  John  Locke 
formulated  the  natural  rights  theory  of  government.  In  1688  the 
English  dethroned  their  king,  James  II  (p.  302).  This  was  a 
rebellion  against  the  established  government,  and  in  1690  John 
Locke  published  a  book  called  Two  Treatises  on  Government  in 
order  to  prove  that  they  had  a  right  to  do  so.  His  theory  may 
be  stated  briefly  thus :  ( 1 )  All  men  have  certain  natural  rights— a 
right  to  life,  to  liberty,  and  to  the  possessions  which  they  acquire 
by  their  own  labor.  (2)  God  gave  men  reason  in  order  that  they 
may  know  what  their  natural  rights  are  and  in  order  that  they  may 
devise  a  government  to  protect  them  in  these  rights.  (3J  Men 
therefore  owe  obedience  to  the  government  they  have  established, 
as  long  as  the  government  protects  them  in  their  rights.  (4) 
When  any  government  ceases  to  do  this,  the  men  who  made  it  may 
destroy  it.  Thus  Locke  tried  to  prove  that  the  English  were  not 
rebels  against  James,  but  that  James  was  a  rebel  against  them. 

You  can  easily  see  that  this  is  both  a  democratic  theory  and  a 
revolutionary  theory.  It  affirms  that  governments  are  made  by 
men,  for  the  protection  of  their  natural  rights,  and  may  be  over¬ 
turned  when  they  cease  to  protect  those  rights.  Any  people  wish¬ 
ing  to  change  their  form  of  government  would  be  glad  to  borrow 
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so  convenient  a  theory.  In  the  eighteenth  century  Locke’s  theory 
was  borrowed  by  the  Americans  and  the  French. 

Locke’s  essay  on  civil  government  was  read  by  all  the  leaders  in 
the  American  Revolution,  and  it  furnished  them  with  the  theory 
by  which  they  justified  the  revolt  against  England.  Thomas 
Jefferson  was  especially  familiar  with  Locke’s  work,  and  he  was 
simply  repeating  many  of  Locke’s  ideas  when  he  wrote  the  Declara¬ 
tion  of  Independence. 

Locke’s  book  had  a  great  influence  in  France  also.  The  phi¬ 
losophers,  who  accepted  the  Newtonian  idea  of  natural  law  in  the 
material  world,  found  it  easy  to  accept  the  idea  of  natural  rights 
in  the  world  of  human  society  and  government.  ‘'Natural  law,” 
said  Voltaire,  “is  that  which  Nature  teaches  all  men.  .  .  .  Human 
rights  should  be  founded,  in  all  cases,  on  the  law  of  nature.” 
When  the  French  people  became  dissatisfied  with  the  autocratic 
government  of  the  king,  they  found  it  easy  to  deny  the  theory  of 
the  divine  right  of  kings  and  to  replace  it  with  the  theory  of 
the  natural  rights  of  man. 

The  philosopher  who  had  the  greatest  influence  in  making  the 
natural  rights  theory  popular  in  France  was  Jean  Jacques  Rousseau. 
Rousseau  was  a  queer,  unhappy  person,  at  times  on  the  verge  of 
insanity.  But  insanity  and  genius  are  sometimes  closely  allied. 
Whether  insane  or  inspired,  the  life  and  writings  of  Rousseau  have 
had  a  profound  influence  on  modern  history. 

New  theories  of  government  and  society:  (2)  How  Jean  Jacques 
Rousseau  taught  that  men  would  cease  to  do  evil  if  no  one  compelled 
them  to  be  good.  Rousseau  was  born  in  Geneva  in  1712.  A  few 
days  later  his  mother  died,  and  he  was  left  to  grow  up  without 
training  or  education.  He  learned  a  little  Latin,  something  about 
engraving,  something  about  music,  much  about  trees  and  flowers, 
and  more  than  was  at  all  necessary  about  meanness  and  vice.  He 
tried  many  occupations  but  was  too  restless  and  infirm  of  purpose 
to  succeed  in  any.  He  drifted  about  from  one  place  to  another, 
without  definite  object,  living  in  idleness  and  poverty. 

At  the  age  of  thirty-seven  Rousseau  was  living  in  a  dirty  little 
hotel  in  Paris,  so  far  a  complete  failure  in  life.  During  thirty-seven 
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Courtesy  Bibliotheque  Nationale 

Jean  Jacques  Rousseau  at  Montmorency 
A  drawing  from  life  made  by  the  painter  Houel  after  dining  with  Rousseau. 


years  of  aimless  and  varied  experience  he  had  acquired  certain 
fixed  likes  and  dislikes.  He  liked  to  be  alone  a  good  deal,  because 
he  was  not  accustomed  to  society  or  at  ease  with  strangers.  He 
liked  the  country  better  than  the  city.  He  understood  and  sym¬ 
pathized  with  the  poor  and  the  ignorant  and  the  unhappy,  but 
disliked  the  rich,  the  well-born,  the  cultivated  and  pretentious 
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people  of  fine  society.  Never  having  submitted  to  restraint  or 
discipline,  he  had  a  passionate  dislike  of  any  form  of  compulsion. 
He  had,  too,  a  settled  feeling  that  something  was  wrong  with  the 
world  because  it  did  not  give  him  the  success  or  the  happiness  that 
he  deserved.  These  likes  and  dislikes  help  to  explain  the  ideas 
Rousseau  set  forth  in  his  books. 

One  day  in  1749  Rousseau  learned  that  a  prize  had  been  offered 
for  the  best  essay  on  the  subject,  Has  the  Progress  of  Science  and 
the  Arts  Contributed  to  the  Corruption  or  the  Purification  of 
Morals ?  Rousseau  tells  us  that  this  announcement  suddenly  filled 
his  mind  with  the  most  brilliant  ideas.  The  result  was  that  he 
wrote  an  essay  on  the  subject,  which  won  the  prize.  In  this  essay 
he  argued  that  when  men  lived  a  simple,  primitive  life,  without 
cities,  they  were  virtuous  and  happy;  but  that  with  the  increase  of 
knowledge,  the  accumulation  of  wealth,  the  growth  of  cities,  and 
the  luxurious  life  of  cities,  people  became  corrupt  and  unhappy. 

The  publication  of  this  essay  made  Rousseau  suddenly  famous. 
Eminent  philosophers  sought  his  acquaintance.  Idle,  fashionable 
ladies,  wanting  a  new  excitement,  came  to  his  dirty  little  hotel  to 
visit  him.  To  be  rid  of  them  he  was  rude  and  outspoken;  but 
that  only  convinced  them  that  here  was  a  new  kind  of  philosopher 
— an  "original/’  a  genius.  Thus  Rousseau  discovered  his  one 
great  talent— that  of  a  writer  of  books  containing  original  ideas. 
His  great  books  were:  The  New  Helo'ise  (1761);  Emile  (1762); 
The  Social  Contract  (1762);  and  The  Confessions  (1782).  In 
all  of  these  works  Rousseau  taught  that  men  are  naturally  good 
and  that  if  they  do  evil,  it  is  chiefly  because  the  social  conditions 
in  which  they  live  make  it  impossible  to  do  otherwise. 

What  then  was  wrong  with  society?  What  were  the  bad  condi¬ 
tions  which  made  men  do  evil  deeds?  These  bad  conditions  were 
chiefly:  (1)  the  unequal  distribution  of  wealth,  which  enabled  the 
few  to  live  in  idleness  and  luxury  and  compelled  the  many  to  toil 
constantly  and  live  in  poverty  and  wretchedness;  (2)  the  inequal¬ 
ity  of  rank  arid  privilege  which  gave  to  a  few  an  unfair  advantage; 
(3)  a  false  system  of  education,  which  taught  people  to  value  rank, 
wealth,  or  social  position  more  than  talent,  virtue,  or  service  to 
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others.  These  conditions  Rousseau  denounced  in  all  his  works. 
He  taught  that  society  was  so  organized  that  the  few  corrupt 
people  had  all  the  privileges  and  power,  whereas  the  mass  of  the 
people,  who  were  mostly  simple,  honest,  kindly,  and  virtuous,  lived 
in  subjection  and  slavery. 

How  were  these  bad  conditions,  this  subjection  of  the  virtuous 
many  to  the  corrupt  few,  to  be  remedied?  First  of  all  by  estab¬ 
lishing  a  just  government.  Rousseau’s  ideas  on  government  were 
presented  in  The  Social  Contract.  He  followed  Locke  in  thinking 
that  all  men  have  certain  natural  rights  and  liberties.  This  being 
so,  he  argued  that  no  man  could  justly  be  deprived  of  his  natural 
rights  and  liberties  without  his  own  consent.  In  society  as  it 
existed  men  had  been  deprived  of  their  rights  and  liberties  without 
their  consent.  In  a  justly  organized  society  every  man  would  give 
up  his  right  to  act  for  himself  and  agree  to  act  only  for  the  good  of 
all.  Thus  each  man  would  agree  to  be  bound  by  the  will  of  all; 
and  therefore  no  government,  whether  monarchy  or  republic, 
would  have  a  rightful  authority  over  men  unless  it  had  been  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  consent  of  all  the  people. 

In  1762,  after  the  publication  of  The  Social  Contract  and  Emile , 
Rousseau  was  forced  to  leave  France.  He  lived  for  eight  years  in 
exile  and  became  half  mad  from  thinking  that  the  world,  includ¬ 
ing  his  own  friends,  had  turned  against  him.  Yet  his  books  were 
everywhere  read,  and  no  one  did  so  much  as  this  unhappy  Jean 
Jacques  Rousseau  to  convince  people  that  their  political  and  social 
institutions  were  out  of  gear  and  ought  to  be  changed. 

Summary.  We  have  now  studied  the  changes  that  occurred 
between  the  sixteenth  and  the  eighteenth  centuries.  In  place  of 
one  religion  there  came  to  be  many.  Great  states  and  colonial 
empires  had  been  established.  Middle-class  people  had  become 
more  prosperous  and  powerful,  the  noble  landowning  class  less  so. 
Scholars  had  turned  from  study  of  theology  and  philosophy  to 
study  of  history  and  natural  science,  and  new  and  revolutionary 
ideas  about  government  and  society  had  come  to  be  widely  ac¬ 
cepted.  The  way  was  thus  prepared  for  the  great  political  and 
industrial  revolutions  of  modern  times. 
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Questions  tor  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  was  the  Great  Schism,  and  how  was  it  ended?  For 
what  did  Humanists  criticize  the  church?  In  what  were  the 
Humanists  interested? 

2.  Why  was  Luther’s  emphasis  on  faith  opposed  by  the  church? 
Why  were  Luther’s  ideas  popular  with  the  people?  What 
did  Calvin  do  to  further  the  revolt  against  the  church? 

3.  Why  were  middle-class  people  inclined  to  favor  Protestant¬ 
ism?  Why  did  many  rulers  wish  to  have  Protestant  churches 
instead  of  the  Catholic  church  in  their  countries?  Were 
Protestants  more  tolerant  than  Catholics? 

4.  How  did  Europeans  become  interested  in  eastern  Asia?  How 
did  they  come  to  find  the  sea  route  to  the  east?  Why  did 
the  king  of  Portugal  regard  Columbus  as  a  ‘'failure”?  How 
did  Spaniards  profit  from  his  “failure”? 

5.  How  did  geographic  discoveries  bring  on  a  commercial  revolu¬ 
tion?  How  did  the  commercial  revolution  hasten  the  rise  of 
strong  states?  How  did  it  help  capitalists? 

6.  What  marriages  resulted  in  making  Charles  V  the  strongest 
ruler  in  Europe?  Why  was  he  unable  to  suppress  the  Prot¬ 
estants  in  Germany?  What  failures  reduced  the  power  of 
Philip  II? 

7.  What  countries  took  colonial  and  oceanic  leadership  away 
from  Portugal  and  Spain  in  the  seventeenth  century?  How 
did  the  Thirty  Years’  War  weaken  Spain  and  Austria?  What 
effect  did  this  war  have  on  Germany? 

8.  By  what  means  did  Louis  XIV  make  himself  absolute  in 
France?  What  states  did  he  make  war  on?  What  did  France 
gain  or  lose  from  Louis’  wars? 

9.  What  new  states  took  part  in  the  wars  of  the  eighteenth 
century?  What  change  had  the  English  made  in  their  govern¬ 
ment?  What  do  you  understand  by  “balance  of  power”? 

10.  Just  how  do  you  think  new  interests  led  to  the  intellectual 
revolution?  Why  was  printing  one  of  the  most  important  of 
all  inventions? 

11.  What  reasons  can  you  give  for  our  use  of  Renaissance  archi¬ 
tecture  instead  of  Gothic?  What  countries  had  the  greatest 
painters  and  sculptors? 
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12.  Why  was  Italy  the  first  country  to  develop  great  literature 
in  its  own  language?  Why  did  other  countries  develop  their 
literature  later?  With  how  many  of  the  authors  and  books 
mentioned  are  you  familiar?  Can  you  name  any  others  of  the 
period? 

13.  Why  did  an  interest  in  history  develop?  Why  was  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  study  history  in  a  different  way  from  theology?  Why 
did  history  lead  men  to  believe  that  the  eighteenth  century 
was  an  “age  of  enlightenment”? 

14.  What  important  discovery  did  Galileo  make?  Why  was  it  so 
important?  Why  did  he  get  into  trouble  with  the  church 
authorities? 

15.  What  discoveries  did  Newton  make,  and  why  are  they  im¬ 
portant?  Why  did  science  become  popular?  What  do  you 
understand  by  the  modern  idea  of  progress? 

16.  What  idea  did  the  “philosophers”  have  in  common?  What 
did  Voltaire  fight  against  in  defense  of  this  idea?  Why  was  he 
impressed  with  English  institutions?  Why  were  his  books  so 
popular? 

17.  Why  did  the  “philosophers”  have  new  theories  about  govern¬ 
ment?  By  what  arguments  did  Locke  justify  revolution? 
How  did  Locke’s  ideas  influence  the  history  of  the  United 
States? 

18.  Do  you  agree  with  Rousseau’s  idea  that  people  are  naturally 
good  but  society  makes  them  bad?  Have  you  ever  heard  any¬ 
one  say  so?  What  changes  did  Rousseau  wish  to  make  in 
government  and  society? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  How  many  unfamiliar  words  do  you  find  in  this  chapter? 
Make  a  list  of  words  or  terms  that  have  acquired  more  mean¬ 
ing  to  you  as  the  result  of  knowing  the  history  in  this  chapter. 

2.  Make  a  Who’s  Who  for  this  chapter.  Star  the  names  of  the 
most  important  people. 

3.  During  this  period  Europeans  learned  a  great  deal  of  geog¬ 
raphy  which  they  had  never  known  before.  Indicate  what 
they  learned  on  an  outline  map  by  coloring  or  shading  the 
areas  which  they  discovered  and  explored. 
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4.  Topics  for  reports:  Loyola  and  the  Counter  Reformation. 
The  Edict  of  Nantes  and  toleration.  Grotius  and  inter¬ 
national  law.  Inventions:  astrolabe,  gunpowder,  printing. 
Joint  Stock  Companies  such  as  the  Virginia  Company  or  East 
India  Company.  Copernicus.  Francis  Bacon.  The  Reforms 
of  Peter  the  Great.  Freedom  in  the  Dutch  Republic. 

5.  Write  an  essay  about  the  new  interests  and  new  ideas  which 
came  in  during  the  period  covered  by  this  chapter  and  tell 
just  why  you  think  each  one  was  important. 

6.  Prepare  two  summaries,  one  showing  the  general  religious, 
political,  economic,  and  intellectual  situation  in  1300;  the 
other  the  same  for  1750. 
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LARGE  FACTS  TO  REMEMBER  ABOUT  UNIT  III 

1.  Graeco-Roman  civilization  declines  (200-500  a.  d.)  and  three 
distinct  types  take  its  place:  Roman-Christian ,  Byzantine ,  and 
Moslem.  Christianity  supplants  paganism.  Barbarian  Ger¬ 
mans  overthrow  the  Roman  system  of  government  in  the  west, 
and  in  its  place  the  feudal  system  arises.  The  Greek  part  of 
the  empire  keeps  its  independence  and  tries  to  keep  Greek 
civilization. 

2.  Moslem  civilization  in  the  large  area  conquered  by  the  Arabs 
has  vigor  and  originality.  The  Arabs  and  the  peoples  in  their 
empire  produce  literature  and  art,  develop  science,  and  con¬ 
tribute  to  mathematics. 

3.  Roman-Christian  Civilization  develops  rapidly  during  the 
twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries.  Trade,  industry,  and  city- 
life  revive,  and  kings  begin  a  better  system  of  government  by 
restricting  feudalism.  All  people  are  united  in  one  church, 
which  guides  and  directs  their  lives  and  thoughts. 

4.  Learning ,  philosophy ,  art,  and  literature  develop  rapidly  in  the 
West.  Learning  is  directed  toward  the  study  of  philosophy- 
theology.  Literature  in  new  languages  develops,  and  a  new 
and  original  type  of  art,  Gothic,  expresses  religious  feeling. 

5.  A  religious  revolution ,  a  commercial  revolution ,  and  the 
growth  of  strong  states  transform  “ medieval ”  into  “ modern ” 
civilization.  Northern  Europe  becomes  Protestant  after  much 
conflict  between  states  and  within  states.  After  the  explora- 
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tions,  Portugal  and  Spain  first,  then  France,  England,  and 
Holland  acquire  colonial  and  commercial  empires. 

6.  New  interests  and  opportunities  produce  an  intellectual  revo¬ 
lution.  As  each  country  advances,  it  creates  splendid  art  and 
literature.  Advancement  in  science  and  the  study  of  history 
produce  an  optimistic  belief  in  progress.  Philosophers  seek 
freedom  of  thought  and  set  forth  new  theories  about  govern¬ 
ment  and  society. 


Courtesy  Bibliotheque  N ationale 

Breaking  up  the  Presses  of  Le  Temps,  July  27,  1830 


Charles  X  issued  three  ordinances  dissolving  the  Chamber  of  Deputies,  abol¬ 
ishing  freedom  of  the  press,  and  restricting  the  right  to  vote.  The  episode 
shown  above  was  one  cause  of  the  Revolution  of  1830  in  Paris  which  resulted 
in  the  overthrow  of  Charles  X.  From  a  lithograph  by  Delaporte. 

UNIT  IV 

MODERN  CIVILIZATION  :  Political  and  Social  Revolution 

What  we  mean  by  the  Political  and  Social  Revolution.  Before 
1789  the  form  of  government  in  nearly  all  European  countries 
was  what  is  called  “absolute  monarchy.”  The  king  was  supposed 
to  rule  by  “divine  right,”  and  his  decisions  had  the  force  of  law. 
Next  to  the  king  in  importance  were  the  nobles  (and  in  Catholic 
countries  the  clergy ),  who  possessed  much  of  the  land  and  en¬ 
joyed  certain  rights  and  privileges  which  were  denied  to  others. 
Then  came  a  few  wealthy  families  of  the  middle  class,  who,  by 
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means  of  their  wealth ,  could  acquire  titles  of  nobility  and  the 
privileges  that  went  with  such  titles.  These  privileged  persons 
made  up  only  a  small  part  of  the  people  (in  France  about  500,000 
out  of  a  population  of  20,000,000),  but  they  were  the  only  ones 
who  had  any  influence  in  the  government  or  who  profited  much 
by  it.  The  great  majority  of  people ,  small  shopkeepers  and  laborers 
in  the  towns  and  peasant  farmers  in  the  country ,  had  no  influence 
in  making  the  laws ,  but  paid  heavy  taxes  to  the  king  for  carrying 
on  the  government  and  supporting  the  privileged  classes.  This 
form  of  government  and  society  may  be  called  government  of  the 
people ,  by  the  king ,  for  the  nobles  and  the  rich. 

But  in  the  eighteenth  century ,  with  the  spread  of  education 
among  middle-class  people ,  there  developed  a  widespread  dis¬ 
content  with  this  form  of  government  and  society.  This  discon¬ 
tent  found  expression ,  especially  in  France ,  in  the  writings  of  the 
“ philosophers ”  (p.  318).  Why,  they  asked ,  should  nobles  and 
priests  be  thought  better  than  other  people,  or  have  privileges 
denied  to  others ?  Why  should  the  majority  of  people,  who 
worked  hard  for  a  poor  living ,  be  taxed  to  support  the  few ,  who 
already  had  enough  to  live  in  idleness ?  Why  should  not  all  men 
be  free  to  engage  in  any  occupation  or  profession  for  which  they 
were  fitted?  Or  to  profess  and  to  practice  any  form  of  religion? 
Or  to  express  in  print  their  opinions  about  the  government  under 
which  they  lived?  In  short ,  was  it  true  that  God  had  intended 
kings  to  rule  as  they  pleased?  Had  he  not  rather  intended  them  to 
rule  as  the  people  pleased? 

The  result  of  this  discontent  and  these  questions  was  the  great 
French  Revolution  (1789-1795).  From  France  the  revolution 
spread  to  other  countries ,  so  that  by  the  end  of  the  nineteenth 
century  in  many  countries  the  old  system  of  government  and 
society  was  replaced  by  the  form  of  government  and  society  which 
is  called  “democratic.”  In  every  European  country  except  Russia 
kings  lost  their  absolute  power ,  nobles  lost  their  special  privileges , 
and  the  government  was  more  or  less  controlled  by  representative 
assemblies  elected  by  the  people.  This  is  the  “political  and  social 
revolution”  which  we  shall  study  in  Unit  IV. 


IO 


THE  FRENCH  PEOPLE  IN  THE 
EIGHTEENTH  CENTURY 

HOW  THE  FEW  LIVED  WELL  WITHOUT  WORKING, 
AND  HOW  THE  MANY  WORKED  WITHOUT 

LIVING  WELL 


Certain  savage-looking  beings,  male  and  female,  are  seen  in 
the  country,  black,  livid  and  sunburnt,  .  .  .  belonging  to  the 
soil  which  they  dig.  .  .  .  They  seem  capable  of  articulation, 
and  when  they  stand  erect  they  display  human  countenances. 
They  are,  in  fact,  men.  La  Bruy^re 

No  one  who  has  not  lived  before  1789  knows  hoiv  pleasant 
life  can  be.  Talleyrand 


The  great  French  Revolution  was  one  of  the  most  important 
events  in  modern  history,  and  therefore  we  shall  presently  (in 
Chapter  XI)  have  to  study  it  with  much  care.  But  first  we  need 
to  know  a  good  deal  about  the  system  of  government  and  society 
which  the  Revolution  destroyed.  That  is  why  this  chapter  will  be 
devoted  to  a  study  of  the  system  of  government  and  society  in 
France. 

I.  The  Social  Ladder:  The  Bottom  Where  Many  People 

Work  Who  Cannot  Climb 

How  the  French  people  were  legally  divided  into  three  classes  or 
estates.  In  most  countries  today  all  the  people,  according  to  the 
law  of  the  land,  have  the  same  rights  and  privileges.  But  in 
France  in  the  eighteenth  century,  and  in  nearly  every  other 
country  of  Europe,  the  people  were,  according  to  the  law  of  the 
land,  divided  into  three  classes  or  “estates 
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The  First  Estate  was  composed  of  about  130,000  clergy  of  the 
Catholic  Church— bishops,  abbots,  monks,  and  parish  priests. 
They  possessed  about  one  fifth  of  the  land;  but  they  paid  no  taxes 
to  the  king.  On  the  contrary,  they  levied  and  collected  a  tax, 
called  the  tithe,  from  all  landholders.  They  had  special  courts 
of  justice  in  which  they  were  tried  for  offenses.  They  controlled 
education  and  to  some  extent  could  prohibit  the  publication  of 
books  which  they  did  not  like.  The  clergy  thus  formed  a  little 
company  by  themselves.  They  were  supposed  to  perform  certain 
services  for  society— the  maintenance  of  religion,  the  education 
of  the  people,  and  the  relief  of  poverty. 

The  Second  Estate  was  made  up  of  the  nobles.  There  were 
about  110,000  nobles  in  France.  They  possessed  about  one  fifth 
of  the  land.  They,  also,  could  be  tried  and  punished  for  offenses 
only  in  special  courts.  They  paid  very  few  taxes  to  the  king,  yet 
they  collected  rents  from  the  peasants  who  lived  on  their  manors. 
Many  well-paid  offices  were  reserved  by  the  king  for  the  nobles 
alone.  In  all  the  relations  of  life  they  were  regarded  as  superior 
to  ordinary  people  and  could  demand  to  be  so  treated. 

The  Third  Estate  was  composed  of  all  the  people  who  were 
neither  nobles  nor  clergy— about  24,750,000.  They  had  no  spe¬ 
cial  privileges  as  a  class,  but  were  called  'Third  Estate’7  merely  to 
distinguish  them  from  the  two  privileged  orders.  Thus  nearly  all 
the  people  of  France  were  unprivileged.  They  were  people  of 
"base  condition” — that  is  to  say,  in  the  eyes  of  the  privileged 
nobles  they  were  "the  people.” 

The  theory  was  that  all  three  classes  or  estates  were  of  equal 
importance  and  rendered  equal  services  to  society.  But  in  the 
eyes  of  the  law  one  clergyman,  or  one  noble,  was  as  important  and 
as  useful  to  society  as  250  ordinary  folk. 

How  the  eyes  of  the  law  must  have  been  poor,  since  they  did  not 
see  things  as  they  really  were.  The  law  does  not  always,  or  even 
usually,  correspond  exactly  with  the  facts.  You  must  not  suppose 
that  all  clergymen,  or  all  nobles,  were  equally  rich  and  powerful,  or 
that  all  the  common  people  were  equally  poor  and  helpless.  On 
the  contrary,  many  of  the  nobles  and  clergy  were  poor  and  without 
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much  influence,  while  some  of  the  common  people  were  very  rich 
and  powerful.  In  fact,  the  real  power  and  influence  of  people  had 
come  to  depend  more  upon  their  wealth  and  manner  of  living 
than  upon  their  rank;  and  so  we  may  represent  the  real  division 
of  the  people  by  placing  them  on  a  kind  of  “social  ladder”  (see 
p.  356).  You  can  easily  see  that  the  three  estates,  in  scrambling  up 
the  social  ladder,  had  become  much  mixed  up.  Many  of  the 
clergy  and  nobles  were  well  toward  the  bottom,  while  some  of  the 
Third  Estate  had  climbed  so  far  up  that  they  could  grasp  the  skirts 
of  the  great  nobles  and  bishops  and  even  catch  a  glimpse  of  the 
king  himself.  The  great  majority  of  the  people,  however,  re¬ 
mained  very  near  the  bottom  of  the  ladder. 

We  have  now  a  kind  of  bird’s-eye  or  airplane  view  of  “the 
people’’  as  they  were  legally  divided  into  estates  or  classes,  and  as 
they  were  arranged  on  the  social  ladder  according  to  wealth  and 
influence.  We  will  now  come  down  to  earth  and  get  a  “close- 
up”  of  some  of  these  people  as  they  went  about  their  business 
or  pleasure;  and  first  let  us  visit  a  little  community  in  the  country. 

The  manor  and  the  village:  How  the  nobles,  the  priests,  and  the 
peasants  were  bound  together  through  the  land.  Much  of  the  land 
of  France  was  still,  as  in  medieval  times,  divided  up  into  estates  or 
manors.  We  shall  visit  the  Manor  of  Bourneuf.  The  drawing 
on  page  338  is  not  of  an  actual  manor,  but  it  represents  fairly  well 
what  any  manor  was  like.  You  will  notice  the  castle  or  manor 
house,  the  woods  and  parks,  and  the  land  called  domain.  All  this 
belongs  to  the  lord  of  the  manor,  and  what  is  raised  on  the  domain 
belongs  to  him.  Then  you  will  notice  the  village  where  the  peas¬ 
ants  live,  and  the  many  strips  of  plowed  land,  pasture,  and  wooded 
land  held  by  the  peasants.  Although  each  peasant  works  his  land 
and  cannot  be  dispossessed  of  it,  he  does  not  own  it.  The  lord  of 
the  manor,  whom  we  will  call  the  Count  of  Bourneuf,  is  the  over- 
lord  of  all  the  peasants  and  the  proprietor  of  all  the  farms;  therefore 
each  peasant  has  to  pay  him  certain  rents  and  perform  for  him 
certain  services. 

In  this  way  the  lord  of  the  manor  with  his  domain  land  and  the 
peasants  with  their  little  farms  form  a  compact  community.  But 
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there  is  another  person  who  belongs  to  this  community.  In  the 
village  will  be  a  parish  church,  and  there  will  be  a  parish  priest  to 
conduct  the  religious  services  and  look  after  the  religious  welfare 
of  the  peasants.  He  is  called  a  cure  because  he  has  the  cure  or  the 


care  of  souls.  But  this  priest,  whom  we  will  call  Father  Joseph, 
is  not  chosen  by  the  people  of  the  village.  He  is  appointed— very 
likely  by  the  lord  of  the  manor,  the  Count  of  Bourneuf. 

Thus  we  have  on  the  manor  of  Bourneuf  a  little  community  of 
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A  French  Peasant’s  Cottage,  1749 

This  drawing  by  J.  G.  Wille  gives  a  good  idea  of  the  poverty  of  many  peas¬ 
ants.  The  shed  for  farm  animals  usually  joined  one  side  of  the  cottage. 

about  one  hundred  people.  All  three  of  the  estates  are  represented 
here— there  is  a  noble,  a  priest,  and  peasants;  and  all  are  bound 
together  by  the  land. 

How  the  peasant,  Jacques  Bonhomme,  works  hard  for  a  poor 
living.  Let  us  follow  one  of  the  peasants,  whom  we  will  call 
Jacques  Bonhomme  (“James  Simplefellow”),  into  his  cottage  in 
the  village.  It  is  a  small  stone  house,  with  a  thatched  roof.  The 
main  room  is  living-room,  dining-room,  and  kitchen  combined, 
with  a  large  fireplace  for  cooking,  a  solid  table  and  chairs,  and  a 
cupboard  or  two.  On  the  mantel  is  a  crucifix,  in  the  corner  a 
spinning-wheel.  The  room  is  lighted  by  a  single  window,  perhaps 
a  large  one.  There  may  be  another  room,  or  perhaps  an  attic,  for 
sleeping — cold  in  winter  and  hot  in  summer. 

Here  Jacques  Bonhomme  lives  with  his  wife  and  children.  He 
will  be  unfortunate  if  he  has  no  children  to  help  him — unfortu¬ 
nate,  also,  if  he  has  too  many  to  provide  with  farms  when  he  dies. 
All  rise  early  and  work  hard.  Perhaps  Jacques  Bonhomme  has  a 
rough  wooden  plow,  and  perhaps  an  ox  to  draw  it.  Otherwise  he 
must  use  a  spade,  or  draw  the  plow  himself,  unless  he  can  get  his 
sons  or  his  wife  to  draw  it  for  him.  He  sows  his  grain  by  hand, 
reaps  it  with  a  sickle,  and  threshes  it  with  a  wooden  flail  or  tramps 
it  out  with  his  heavy  shoes.  Jacques  Bonhomme  and  his  family 
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live  on  vegetables  and  rye  bread,  with  sometimes  a  rare  feast  of 
eggs  or  meat.  In  the  evenings  they  gossip  with  the  neighbors,  and 
then  it  is  “early  to  bed  and  early  to  rise”  for  another  laborious  day. 

On  Sundays  and  fast  days  Jacques  Bonhomme,  or  at  least  his 
wife,  goes  to  church,  and  now  and  then  to  a  wedding  or  a  funeral 
or  a  village  church  festival  on  the  green.  But  they  never  take  a 
vacation  or  make  a  journey,  for  they  cannot  afford  it.  They  do 
not  write  letters,  for  they  cannot  write;  or  read  books,  for  they 
cannot  read.  Besides,  they  have  no  time.  They  must  toil  cease¬ 
lessly  in  order  to  live  and  perhaps,  by  desperate  economy,  save  a 
little  money  with  which  to  buy  an  acre  or  so  more  of  land  from 
the  lord’s  domain.  For  the  farm  is  theirs  to  possess  as  long  as 
they  live,  and  when  Jacques  dies  his  sons  will  inherit  it. 

Many  peasants  are  worse  off  than  Jacques  Bonhomme;  some  are 
better  off.  Jacques  Bonhomme  would  himself  be  better  off  than 
he  is  if  he  could  keep  all  that  he  raises  from  his  farm.  But  he 
cannot  keep  it  all  because  he  has  three  masters,  and  to  each  of 
these  he  must  give  something  each  year.  These  three  masters  are 
(1)  the  lord  of  the  manor;  (2)  t'he  church;  (3)  the  king. 

How  Jacques  Bonhomme  helps  to  support  one  of  his  masters — 
the  lord  of  the  manor.  The  lord  of  the  manor,  the  Count  of 
Bourneuf,  lives  in  his  castle  or  manor  house,  a  large  stone  house 
with  many  rooms.  Some  nobles  are  wretchedly  poor  and  have 
little  to  live  on  in  their  bare,  cold  houses.  But  the  Count  of 
Bourneuf  happens  to  be  a  rich  noble,  and  his  castle  is  filled  with 
fine  furniture,  has  pictures  and  tapestries  on  the  walls,  and  has 
rugs  on  the  floors.  It  is  perhaps  not  very  warm  in  winter.  But 
the  count  does  the  best  he  can  with  plenty  of  wood  for  the  huge 
fireplaces,  plenty  of  good  food  and  wine  for  the  table,  and  plenty 
of  servants  to  work  for  him.  The  count  and  his  family  and  friends 
amuse  themselves  as  best  they  can,  with  conversation,  music  and 
dancing,  cardqffaying,  and  perhaps  a  little  reading.  The  count 
does  not  labor  with  his  hands — he  is  not  permitted  to;  but  he  may, 
if  he  wishes,  manage  his  domain  lands,  and  look  after  the  peasants 
on  the  manor,  who  owe  him  rents  and  services. 

Jacques  Bonhomme  can  see  the  castle  from  the  village.  He 
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A  Well-Supplied  Farm  Kitchen  in  England,  Eighteenth  Century 

English  farmers  in  general  lived  much  more  comfortably  than  French  peasants. 
The  farmer  who  lived  here  had  a  cheese  press,  a  churn,  and  an  abundant 
supply  of  bacon.  A  cart  can  be  seen  through  the  door. 

looks  up  to  the  count,  and  to  his  wife  and  sons  and  daughters, 
with  awe  and  reverence— or  perhaps  with  hatred— as  superior 
beings.  He  knows  that  they  belong  to  another  world  than  his 
and  that  when  he  meets  them  by  chance  in  the  streets  or  the  fields 
he  must  doff  his  cap,  and  be  pleased  if  they  deign  to  give  him  a 
good-day  or  submissive  if  they  ask  him  to  do  them  a  favor.  What 
he  knows  best  of  all  is  that  every  year  the  count  or  his  agent  will 
come  to  demand  the  rent  in  money  (cens),  or  in  grain 
(champart) .  It  may  be*  that  in  addition  Jacques  will  have  to  work 
one  day  in  the  week  on  the  lord’s  domain.  And  when  Jacques 
dies,  his  sons,  before  they  can  inherit  the  farm,  must  pay  a  fee  to 
the  count. 

Perhaps  all  this  seems  right  enough  to  Jacques  Bonhomme  so 
long  as  the  count  lives  in  his  castle  and  takes  a  fatherly  interest 
in  his  people.  For  in  that  case  Jacques  will  know  his  lord  by  sight. 
If  he  is  ill,  he  may  send  up  to  the  castle  for  food  or  medicine. 
If  the  wind  blows  off  his  thatch,  the  count  will  perhaps  put  on 
another;  or  he  may  give  him  another  cow  in  place  of  the  spotted 
one  that  died,  or  not  press  for  the  rent  if  the  harvest  has  been 
bad.  So  long  as  the  count,  his  master,  is  also  a  kind  of  father,  it 
seems  right  to  Jacques  to  be  obedient  and  pay  the  rent. 

But  the  count  is  likely  to  find  life  dull  in  the  country,  especially 
in  the  winter.  So  he  may  get  out  the  coach  and  take  his  family 
to  the  neighboring  city  of  X - ,  where  he  has  a  town  house;  or, 
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if  he  can  afford  it,  he  will  go  to  Versailles  and  live  at  the  king’s 
court.  In  that  case  he  will  leave  a  lawyer  to  collect  the  rents. 
The  lawyer  will  be  sure  to  collect  the  rents,  but  he  will  not  be  a 
father  to  Jacques  or  look  after  him  when  he  is  in  trouble.  In  that 
case  Jacques  will  begin  to  ask  himself,  “Why  should  I  pay  rent 
to  someone  who  does  not  live  in  the  castle?” 

How  Jacques  Bonhomme  helps  to  support  a  second  master — the 
church.  It  may  be  that  Jacques  Bonhomme  will  go  to  the  village 
priest,  Father  Joseph,  and  grumble  about  his  troubles.  “Why  does 
the  count  not  live  at  home?”  he  will  ask.  Father  Joseph  will  sym¬ 
pathize  with  Jacques,  for  he,  too,  thinks  the  count  ought  to  live  in 
the  castle  and  take  care  of  his  people;  but  he  will  tell  Jacques  not 
to  complain,  because  the  world  is  like  that  and  there  is  nothing 
to  be  done  about  it. 

Father  Joseph  will  sympathize  with  Jacques,  even  though  he 
does  belong  to  the  privileged  First  Estate,  for  he  may  have  been 
born  of  peasant  parents  himself.  At  all  events  he  is  poor,  too, 
and  lives  no  better  than  the  peasants.  Besides,  he  lives  with  them 
day  by  day  and  shares  all  their  joys  and  sorrows.  When  their 
children  are  born  he  baptizes  them;  when  they  are  grown  up  he 
marries  them;  when  they  die  he  buries  them.  He  is  their  friend 
and  teacher,  who  tells  them  what  it  is  right  to  think  and  to  do. 
Jacques  may  not  always  do  what  Father  Joseph  tells  him  to,  but 
he  looks  up  to  him  because  he  represents  the  church,  and  the 
church  is  one  of  his  masters  also. 

To  this  second  master,  the  church,  Jacques  has  to  pay  every 
year  the  tax  called  the  tithe.  The  tax  is  supposed  to  be  a  tenth  of 
what  is  raised  on  the  farm.  In  reality  it  is  not  so  much  as  that 
— perhaps  no  more  than  a  twentieth.  But  every  year  it  has  to  be 
paid.  It  should  rightly  be  paid  to  Father  Joseph  for  the  support 
of  the  village  church,  for  education,  and  for  the  relief  of  povertv 
among  the  peasants.  This  would  not  be  so  bad.  But  Father 
Joseph  complains— and  Jacques  Bonhomme  might  well  complain— 
that  very  little  of  the  tithe  is  kept  in  the  parish  for  these  purposes. 
Most  of  it  has  to  be  carried  away  to  some  monastery,  or  more 
likely  to  the  bishop,  whom  Jacques  Bonhomme  never  sees. 
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Two  masters  ought  to  be  enough,  but  Jacques  Bonhomme  has 
one  more,  and  that  is  the  king. 

How  Jacques  Bonhomme  helps  to  support  a  third  master — the 
king.  Jacques  Bonhomme  never  sees  the  king,  but  he  knows  that 
he  lives  in  a  wonderful  palace,  and  that  everyone  must  obey  him 
without  question.  A  poor  peasant  may  complain  of  the  count, 
but  Heaven  would  surely  punish  the  man  who  questions  the  right 
of  the  king  to  do  what  he  thinks  wise.  The  power  and  majesty 
of  the  king  is  represented  to  Jacques  Bonhomme  in  the  person  of 

the  king's  agent,  the  intendant,  who  lives  in  the  city  of  X - . 

Perhaps  Jacques  does  not  see  even  the  intendant,  but  only  his 
representative  the  sub-delegate.  It  is  this  sub-delegate,  the  servant 
of  the  servant  of  the  king,  who  comes  every  year  to  collect  the 
king’s  taxes. 

To  him  Jacques  Bonhomme  has  to  pay  (1)  the  faille,  or  land 
tax;  (2)  the  vingtieme  or  twentieth,  which  is  a  kind  of  income  tax; 
and  (3)  the  capitation ,  or  poll  tax.  Besides,  Jacques  has  to  buy 
from  the  king  a  certain  amount  of  salt  for  his  table  and  a  certain 
amount  for  curing  meat  and  for  other  purposes.  It  may  be  that 
he  does  not  need  so  much  salt.  He  has  to  buy  it  just  the  same. 
The  sub-delegate  is  not  much  interested  in  Jacques  Bonhomme  or 
his  troubles.  He  wants  the  money  so  that  he  can  pay  it  over  to 
the  intendant.  The  intendant  must  have  the  money  so  that  he 
can  send  it  on  to  the  king’s  ministers,  who  spend  it  in  keeping  up 
the  splendid  palace  at  Versailles,  in  feeding  the  nobles  who  live 
there  with  the  king,  or  in  paying  for  the  wars  which  the  king 
wages. 

Thus  Jacques  Bonhomme  has  to  help  support  three  masters: 
(1)  the  lord  of  the  manor,  to  whom  he  pays  rent;  (2)  the  church, 
to  which  he  pays  tithes;  and  (3)  the  king,  to  whom  he  pays 
taxes.  When  he  has  paid  all  these,  how  much  does  he  have  left 
of  his  small  earnings?  Something  less  than  half.  And  so  it  is 
with  the  great  majority  of  the  French  people.  At  least  one  half 
of  what  they  raise  goes  to  support  the  nobles,  the  clergy,  and 
the  king. 

The  nobles,  the  clergy,  and  the  king  ought  to  live  very  well  with 
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all  this  money.  The  king  lives  very  well,  but  not  all  of  the  nobles 
or  the  clergy  do.  Only  a  few  of  the  nobles  are  rich  enough  to  live 
luxuriously,  and  the  great  majority  of  the  clergy— the  60,000  parish 
priests— are  as  poor  as  the  peasants.  The  138  bishops  and  the 
heads  of  the  numerous  monasteries,  these  are  the  clergy  who  take 
the  tithes  and  the  revenues  of  the  church  lands  and  live  well 
on  them. 

The  tax  and  the  tithe  which  the  king  and  the  church  took  from 

poor  Jacques  Bonhomme  were  carried  off  to  the  city  of  X - , 

where  the  bishop  and  the  intendant  live.  Very  likely  the  Count 

of  Bourneuf,  when  he  went  off  to  the  city  of  X - ,  took  with 

him  some  of  the  rent  which  Jacques  paid  over  to  him.  Let  us  go 

then  to  the  city  of  X - ,  and  see  what  the  count  and  the  bishop 

and  many  other  people — shopkeepers,  lawyers,  and  officials— are 
doing  there. 

II.  The  Middle  of  the  Ladder:  Where  a  Few  Use  Privilege 
and  Wealth  to  Climb  Higher 

The  city  of  X - ,  and  the  little  and  big  people  in  it.  Only  a 

small  part  of  the  French  people  lived  in  cities  in  the  eighteenth 
century.  The  largest  city  was  Paris,  with  a  population  of  about 
600,000,  and  the  next  largest  was  Lyon,  with  a  population  of 
130,000.  Altogether  there  were  about  78  cities,  many  with  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  not  more  than  10,000  each.  In  these  cities  there  were 
perhaps  2,000,000  people— less  than  there  are  today  in  the  single 

city  of  Paris.  We  will  suppose  that  the  city  of  X - ,  which  we 

are  now  to  visit,  has  a  population  of  10,000.  It  is  not  a  real  city, 
but  a  typical  city,  as  the  manor  of  Bourneuf  was  a  typical  manor. 

In  the  city  of  X - there  are  many  day  laborers  and  domestic 

servants.  Above  them  are  people  engaged  in  business — the  shop¬ 
keepers  and  merchants  who  make  and  sell  the  things  which  the 
people  in  the  city  need  to  have.  These,  and  the  town  priests, 
belong  to  the  lower  middle  class.  Above  them,  in  the  upper 
middle  class,  are  officials  and  people  engaged  in  some  profession. 
There  will  be  the  city  officials— a  mayor  and  councilmen;  and  there 
will  be  the  king’s  intendant,  who  collects  the  taxes;  lawyers  and 
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A  gentleman  is  showing  two  ladies  one  of  the  famous  Gobelin  tapestries  on 
the  loom.  Weaving  was  one  of  the  best-paid  industries  of  the  time.  The 
Gobelin  tapestry  factory,  established  in  the  sixteenth  century,  is  still  in  opera¬ 
tion.  From  an  engraving  in  L’ Encyclopedic,  published  in  the  18th  century. 

judges  connected  with  the  high  court  of  justice  known  as  the 
pailement;  and  the  professors  in  the  university,  if  there  happens 

to  be  a  university  in  the  city  of  X - .  Above  these  is  still  another 

class,  composed  of  nobles  who  have  town  houses  here,  the  abbot 
who  governs  the  monastery,  and  the  bishop  who  governs  the 
diocese. 

We  must  stop  to  say  a  word  about  the  bishop,  because  he  is  a 
very  important  personage.  France  is  divided  into  138  dioceses, 

and  a  bishop  presides  over  each  one.  The  Bishop  of  X will 

have  charge  of  the  cathedral  church  in  the  city  of  X - ,  he  will 

administer  the  church  lands,  and  supervise  the  parish  priests  in  the 
villages  of  the  diocese,  including  Father  Joseph  whom  we  already 
know.  The  king  appoints  the  bishops;  and  you  might  suppose 

that  he  would  appoint,  as  Bishop  of  X - ,  some  parish  priest 

who  had  served  long  and  faithfully.  But  he  will  not  do  this. 

Father  Joseph  can  never  hope  to  be  promoted  to  be  Bishop  of 

X - ,  for  the  king  chooses  his  bishops  from  the  noble  families. 

The  Bishop  of  X - may  therefore  very  well  be  the  brother  or 

the  uncle  or  the  cousin  of  the  Count  of  Bourneuf.  Let  us  suppose 
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that  the  Bishop  of  X - is  the  brother  of  the  count.  As  bishop, 

he  will  live  in  the  episcopal  palace  and  have  the  title  of  Mon¬ 
seigneur. 

What  the  people  in  the  city  of  X -  live  on,  and  how  some  of 

them  are  ambitious  to  better  their  condition  in  life.  The  Count 


of  Bourneuf  and  his  brother  the  bishop  are  the  most  important 

people  in  X - ,  and  they  have  money  enough  to  live  well.  The 

count  has  his  rents  and  the  produce  from  his  domain.  The  bishop 
has  the  rents  from  the  church  lands,  and  most  of  the  tithe  col¬ 
lected  from  Jacques  Bonliomme  and  the  other  peasants  in  the 
diocese.  If  Monseigneur  is  a  serious  and  high-minded  bishop,  he 
may  use  most  of  his  money  for  churches,  schools,  and  charity,  and 
spend  very  little  on  himself.  But  if  he  lives  too  simply,  people 
will  complain,  because  a  bishop  is  expected  to  live  well  and  main¬ 
tain  the  dignity  of  his  position. 

The  lawyers,  judges,  officials,  and  professors  live  on  their  fees, 
or  on  salaries.  Most  of  them  cannot  live  so  well  as  the  count  and 
the  bishop,  but  they  hope  to  have  better  houses  and  make  a  better 
show  than  the  merchants  and  shopkeepers. 

The  two  lower  classes  live  on  what  they  can  sell.  The  laborers 
sell  their  services,  and  the  shopkeepers  sell  their  wares.  Of  course 
they  hope  the  count  and  the  bishop  and  the  lawyers  and  judges 
and  professors  and  officials  will  all  live  luxuriously  and  spend  as 
much  money  as  possible,  so  that  business  will  be  lively  and  the 
town  prosperous. 

The  merchant  or  the  shopkeeper  will  not  try  to  make  a  show. 
He  will  live  economically,  and  by  working  hard  try  to  save  money. 
He  knows  that  he  is  not  important  by  reason  of  his  birth,  like  the 
noble,  or  by  reason  of  his  position,  like  the  judge.  He  knows 
that  if  he  is  ever  to  become  anybody,  it  will  be  through  the  power 
of  money.  His  ambition  is  therefore  to  save  money,  so  that  he 
can  make  his  son  a  physician,  perhaps,  or  buy  him  a  small  office 
connected  with  the  parlement.  Then  his  son  may  some  day  hopq 
to  marry  the  daughter  of  a  lawyer,  or  a  judge,  and  so  rise  from  the 
third  class  into  the  second.  While  the  shopkeeper  dreams  of 
making  his  son  a  lawyer  or  a  judge,  the  judge  dreams  of  marry- 
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In  this  cannon  foundry,  the  molds  are  in  the  floor  at  the  left.  Workmen  are 
preparing  to  let  the  molten  metal  flow  into  them.  The  only  mechanical 
device  appears  to  be  a  lever,  used  to  lift  the  heavy  slide  in  front  of  the  furnace. 

From  an  engraving  in  L’Encyclopedie. 

ing  his  son  to  the  daughter  of  some  noble,  so  that  he  may  rise 
from  the  second  class  to  the  first.  Meantime,  what  can  the  count 
and  the  bishop  hope  for,  since  they  already  belong  to  the  first 
class? 

What  the  count  and  the  bishop  want,  and  why  they  go  to  Paris 
and  Versailles  to  get  it.  The  Bishop  of  X - will  be  a  very  un¬ 

usual  bishop  if  he  does  not  desire  to  be  promoted  to  a  larger  and 
more  important  diocese.  Perhaps  he  aspires  to  become  an  arch¬ 
bishop.  If  he  is  very  ambitious,  he  may  even  hope  to  become  a 
cardinal.  His  brother,  the  Count  of  Bourneuf,  wishes  nothing  for 
himself,  perhaps;  but  if  he  has  sons  and  daughters  he  will  wish 
to  do  as  well  as  possible  for  them.  To  his  eldest  son  he  will  leave 
the  manor  of  Bourneuf.  Pie  will  expect  his  second  son  to  enter 
the  church  and  become  a  bishop;  and  he  will  expect  his  third  son 
to  obtain  some  well-paid  office  in  the  king's  household  or  in  the 
king’s  army.  Far  his  daughter  he  must  try  to  make  as  brilliant 
a  marriage  as  possible.  He  will  think  himself  unfortunate  if  he 
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has  more  than  one  daughter  or  more  than  three  sons.  Children 
are  a  blessing  to  be  sure7  but  the  count  cannot  easily  arrange  for 
more  than  four. 

These  are  perhaps  the  ambitions  of  the  Count  of  Bourneuf  and 
of  his  brother,  Monseigneur  the  Bishop.  It  is  the  king  who  can 
give  Monseigneur  his  promotion,  and  help  the  count  to  settle  his 
troublesome  children  in  life.  But  the  best  offices  and  the  most 
brilliant  marriages  will  be  for  those  nobles  and  bishops  who  are 
on  the  spot,  and  the  king  is  likely  to  forget  those  who  do  not  come 
to  pay  their  respects  to  him.  The  count  and  Monseigneur  will 
therefore  think  it  necessary  to  run  up  to  Paris  and  Versailles,  at 
least  for  part  of  the  year.  Let  us  follow  them  and  see  what  is 
going  on  among  the  rich  and  powerful  who  live  near  the  king. 

Why  Paris  is  more  important  than  other  cities.  The  count  and 
Monseigneur  will  not  run  up  to  Paris  on  an  express  train.  They 
will  have  to  manage  with  a  heavy  closed  coach  drawn  by  four 

horses;  and  if  the  city  of  X - is  two  hundred  miles  from  Paris 

it  will  take  them  two  or  three  days  to  make  the  journey,  unless 
they  travel  night  and  day,  with  relays.  But  sooner  or  later  they 
will  rumble  over  the  cobbles  through  one  of  the  many  guarded 
gates  into  the  narrow  streets  of  the  famous  city. 

The  count  and  the  bishop  will  know  that  Paris  is  a  famous  city. 
It  is  famous  because  it  is  the  largest  city  in  Europe.  It  is  famous 
because  it  is  the  center  of  wealth,  of  commerce  and  industry,  of 
science,  literature,  and  art.  It  is  famous  because  it  is  the  capital 
of  France,  the  chief  state  in  Europe;  and  it  is  celebrated  the  world 
over  for  its  public  buildings  and  private  palaces  where  so  many 
distinguished  people  have  lived  and  so  many  historic  events  have 
occurred. 

The  count  and  Monseigneur  might  have  seen,  as  they  crossed 
the  river,  the  splendid  palace  of  the  Louvre  ( today  one  of  the  great 
art  galleries  of  the  world),  which  had  once  been  the  residence  of 
the  king.  They  might  have  seen  adjoining  the  Louvre  another 
royal  residence,  the  Tuileries,  which  the  king  still  used  when  he 
came  from  Versailles  to  Paris.  They  might  have  visited  the  Duke 
of  Orleans  at  the  Palais  Royal  near  by,  or  the  Prince  of  Conde  at 
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Street  Vendors  in  Paris,  Eighteenth  Century 
Left:  "Buy  my  larding  needles,  my  pots  and  spoons.”  Right:  A  girl  selling 

fish.  Drawn  by  E.  Bouchardon. 

the  Palais  Bourbon  across  the  river,  or  the  king’s  brother,  the 
Count  of  Provence,  at  his  palace  in  the  Luxembourg  Gardens. 
Perhaps,  as  they  crossed  the  Pont  Neuf  ("‘New  Bridge”),  Mon¬ 
seigneur  may  have  bestowed  a  careless  glance  on  the  cathedral  of 
Notre  Dame,  which  had  been  standing  there  on  the  island  since 
the  thirteenth  century,  gray  and  serene,  lifting  its  towers  above 
the  city. 

■  The  count  and  Monseigneur  will  not  stop  in  Paris,  for  they  have 
seen  it  before.  They  will  pass  rapidly  through,  driving  twelve 
miles  to  Versailles,  where  the  king  is.  But  we  may  be  excused  for 
remaining  in  Paris  long  enough  to  see  some  important  people 
whom  we  did  not  see  in  the  little  city  of  X - . 

The  great  majority  of  the  people  of  Paris  in  the  eighteenth  cen¬ 
tury  were  much  the  same  as  the  people  of  X - .  In  Paris,  as  in 

other  cities,  there  were  a  great  number  of  laborers,  of  small  shop¬ 
keepers  and  merchants,  of  lawyers,  judges,  officials,  and  a  few 
nobles  and  bishops.  But  Paris,  being  the  capital  of  France  and 
the  largest  city,  naturally  attracted  adventurous  and  ambitious 
men  from  all  over  the  country.  In  Paris,  therefore,  we  shall  find 
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a  class  of  very  rich  people— merchants,  speculators,  and  bankers— 
which  we  did  not  find  in  the  smaller  city.  These  people  made  a 
new  kind  of  aristocracy,  an  aristocracy  of  money  instead  of  an 
aristocracy  of  birth. 

In  Paris  shrewd  men  found  many  opportunities  for  making  great 
fortunes.  Some  of  the  industries  were  very  profitable.  The  Guild 
of  Goldsmiths,  for  example,  was  a  wealthy  corporation,  and  this 
industry  was  largely  controlled  by  a  few  men,  who  in  the  course  of 

( t 

time  had  enriched  themselves.  Other  men  acquired  fortune 
through  their  connection  with  great  foreign  trading  companies. 
Still  others  enriched  themselves  by  speculating  in  the  grain  trade. 
In  years  when  the  harvest  was  bad  they  would  buy  up  all  the  wheat 
in  some  province  or  other,  and  then  sell  it  at  exorbitant  prices  to 
the  starving  people.  One  of  the  most  profitable  businesses  was 
controlled  by  a  corporation  known  as  the  farmer s-general.  This 
corporation  was  composed  of  about  sixty  men  who  paid  the  king 
a  certain  sum  every  year  in  return  for  the  right  to  collect  the  in¬ 
direct  taxes— the  customs  and  tariffs.  As  they  collected  far  more 
than  they  paid  the  king,  the  business  was  a  good  one.  In  1763 
a  man  named  Jacques  Delhante  took  what  little  money  he  had, 
borrowed  enough  more  to  make  1,200,000  francs,  and  by  paying 
this  large  sum  became  a  member  of  the  corporation.  As  an  officer 
of  the  corporation  he  received  a  salary  of  41,000  francs  for  many 
years.  With  this  salary,  together  with  his  profits  as  a  member  of 
the  corporation,  he  paid  back  what  he  owed,  and  left  an  estate 
when  he  died  in  1792  of  2,500,000  francs. 

Thus  we  find  at  Paris  a  new  aristocracy  rising  out  of  the  com¬ 
mon  people,  an  aristocracy  of  money.  The  people  of  great  wealth, 
however  acquired,  looked  down  on  the  ordinary  merchants  and 
officials.  They  built  fine  houses  in  Paris.  They  bought  land  of 
the  poorer  nobles,  built  themselves  splendid  country  houses,  and 
collected  rents  from  the  peasants  like  any  lord  of  the  manor.  In 
time  they  hoped,  by  purchasing  an  office  or  a  title,  to  become 
nobles  themselves  and  intermarry  with  the  old  families.  Then 
they,  or  at  least  their  children,  might  also  go  to  Versailles,  and  be 
received  at  court,  and  ask  the  king  for  favors  and  pensions. 
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Paris  Street  Scenes,  Eighteenth  Century 
“Brooms  for  sale,  brooms.”  On  the  right  are  shown  workmen  unloading  coal. 

Sketches  by  Boucher. 

Now  we  may  go  on  to  Versailles,  where  we  shall  find  some  of 
these  new  nobles,  and  the  Count  of  Bourneuf  and  his  brother, 

Monseigneur  the  Bishop  of  X - ,  and  many  other  nobles  and 

bishops,  all  ready  to  serve  the  king  and  to  be  served  by  him. 

III.  The  Top  of  the  Ladder:  The  King  and  the  Favored 

Nobles  at  Versailles 

How  the  king  lived  in  a  very  large  house,  because  he  had  a  large 
family  and  many  guests.  The  palace  at  Versailles,  with  its  beauti¬ 
ful  gardens,  was  built  by  Louis  XIV  as  a  royal  residence  (see  p. 
300).  As  a  residence  it  has  long  since  been  abandoned,  and  now 
weary  tourists  wander  every  day  through  its  stately  galleries  and 
innumerable  small  chambers,  pausing  to  look  with  hushed  and 
dispirited  admiration  at  the  pictures  and  tapestries.  The  place  is 
lifeless  and  a  little  tawdry  in  its  empty  grandeur.  But  in  the 
eighteenth  century  it  was  the  center  of  life  and  power,  for  it  was 
still  the  dwelling  place  of  the  king  and  of  the  king's  household. 

In  this  immense  dwelling  lived  'the  king,  with  his  wife  and  chil- 
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Man  of  Fashion  Getting  Dressed 
It’s  evidently  a  very  serious  business.  From  a  drawing  by  Moreau. 

dren,  and  with  his  brothers  and  their  wives  and  children,  and  with 
such  royal  princes  as  he  could  endure  and  their  wives  and  children. 
To  minister  to  the  needs  of  all  these  exalted  personages  there  were 
many  “gentlemen-in-attendance”  and  “ladies-in-waiting,”  together 
with  innumerable  guards  and  servants  of  high  and  low  degree. 
And  always,  coming  and  going,  were  many  guests — nobles  and 
bishops  and  cardinals,  high  officials  of  state,  and  ambassadors  of 
foreign  courts.  In  so  large  a  family  a  few  more  or  less  made  little 
difference;  and  the  arrival  of  the  Count  of  Bourneuf  and  his 

brother,  the  Bishop  of  X - ,  would  scarcely  be  noticed.  Yet 

some  small  and  not  too  sweet-smelling  rooms  would  be  found  for 
them;  and  in  the  morning  when  the  king  received  his  guests  in  the 
grand  Hall  of  Mirrors,  they  would  come  forward  and  pay  their 
respects  to  him  by  bowing  very  low.  Then  they  would  mingle 
with  the  throng  again,  much  flattered  if  His  Majesty  had  weh 
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corned  them  with  a  smile  and  a  gracious  word  or,  as  a  signal  favor, 
had  given  them  the  royal  hand  to  kiss. 

The  nobles  and  peers  of  France  might  be  charmed  with  the 
king's  conversation,  or  despise  him  as  a  dull  and  stupid  man.  But 
every  day  they  stood  in  attendance  and  bowed  low  for  all  that, 
because  the  king  of  France  was  more  than  a  man.  He  was  the 
king,  who  ruled  by  divine  right,  whose  word  was  law,  and  who 
could  grant  them  a  favor  or  put  them  in  prison  according  to  his 
humor. 

But  the  king,  however  much  legal  authority  he  might  have, 
could  not  govern  France  all  by  himself.  No  one  man  can  govern 
a  country  unless  a  great  many  influential  people  are  willing  to 
support  his  government.  So  it  was  in  France. 

The  king’s  powder  was  safe  as  long  as  the  rich  and  powerful  were 
submissive.  The  king  wras  able  to  govern  France  as  he  pleased 
because  he  was  supported  by  the  nobles,  the  bishops,  and  the 
wealthy  people;  and  these  people  supported  him  because  he 
governed  France  for  their  advantage.  It  was  a  government  of  the 
people,  by  the  king,  for  the  nobles  and  the  rich. 

Why  the  nobles,  the  bishops,  and  the  rich  supported  the  Icing's 
government.  It  is  easy  to  see  why  the  nobles  supported  the  king. 
The  nobles  wrere  a  privileged  class.  They  had  one  fifth  of  the 
land,  collected  rents  from  the  peasants,  and  yet  paid  few  taxes  to 
the  king.  If  all  this  did  not  satisfy  them,  the  king  could  give  them 
something  more.  At  this  very  moment  the  Count  of  Bourneuf 
is  at  Versailles  asking  the  king,  or  the  king’s  minister,  to  make 
one  of  his  sons  a  bishop  and  to  appoint  another  to  an  office  in  the 
army.  Of  course  the  count  will  not  get  what  he  wants  if  he  goes 
about  stirring  up  trouble  for  the  king.  But  if  he  is  properly  sub¬ 
missive  the  king  will  give  him  the  offices  he  desires— at  least,  if  he 
has  not  already  filled  all  the  vacancies  by  appointing  the  sons  of 
other  nobles. 

It  is  also  easy  to  see  why  the  bishops  support  the  king.  Bishops 
are  the  governing  officials  of  the  church.  It  is  the  king  who  has, 
by  giving  them  their  offices,  turned  over  to  them  a  large  part  of 
the  immense  revenues  of  the  church.  Besides,  nearly  all  bishops 
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are  of  noble  birth,  and  therefore  nobles  and  bishops  are  united 

by  family  interests.  The  Bishop  of  X -  is  the  brother  of  the 

Count  of  Bourneuf.  Therefore  the  bishop  will  probably  do  what 
he  can  to  help  the  count  get  offices  for  his  son,  and  the  count  will 
do  what  he  can  to  help  the  bishop  get  his  promotion.  It  is  a 
family  affair.  The  bishops  and  the  nobles  are  really  one  class,  one 
group  of  powerful  families,  with  many  privileges.  Since  the  king 
does  not  deprive  them  of  their  privileges,  why  indeed  should  they 
wish  to  deprive  him  of  his  power? 

It  is  true  there  are  many  poor  nobles,  and  many  poor  priests, 
who  neither  ask  nor  obtain  favors  from  the  king.  But  they  do 
not  count;  for  if  they  are  too  poor  to  get  anything  out  of  the 
king,  they  have  for  that  very  reason  little  influence  to  make  trouble 
for  him. 

Summary.  In  this  chapter  we  have  described  the  people  of 
France,  divided  into  privileged  and  unprivileged,  rich  and  poor,  the 
influential  and  the  helpless;  and  we  have  described  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  France — government  of  the  people ,  by  the  king ,  for  the 
nobles  and  the  rich.  If  we  except  the  little  Swiss  democracies,  the 
form  of  government  and  society  in  other  European  countries  was 
not  very  different  from  that  in  France.  This  form  of  government 
and  society  was  brought  to  an  end  in  France  by  the  great  French 
Revolution,  1789-1795.  In  the  next  chapter  we  shall  learn  how 
this  was  done. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  classes  of  people  made  up  the  three  “estates”  in  France 
in  the  eighteenth  century?  In  what  respects  were  the  nobles 
and  clergy  “privileged  classes”?  Are  the  classes  which  exist  in 
America  today,  such  as  the  capitalist  class,  the  laboring  class, 
etc.,  privileged  classes  in  the  same  sense? 

2.  How  did  the  legal  class  distinctions  differ  from  the  actual  class 
distinctions  in  eighteenth-century  France?  On  the  “Social 
Ladder”  (p.  356),  why  are  the  government  officials,  wealthy 
business  men,  etc.,  placed  higher  than  the  poor  country 
nobles?  Why  are  the  parish  priests  placed  lower  than  the 
bishops? 
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3.  How  were  the  three  classes  of  nobles,  clergy,  and  Third  Estate 

represented  in  the  life  of  the  manor  of  Bourneuf?  How  were 
they  bound  together  through  the  land?  Explain  how  Jacques 
Bonhomme  was  subject  to  three  masters.  What  was  his  at¬ 
titude  toward  the  Count  of  Bourneuf?  toward  Father  Joseph? 
Why  was  Father  Joseph  more  intimate  with  Jacques  Bon¬ 
homme  than  he  was  with  the  Bishop  of  X - ? 

4.  What  classes  of  people  lived  in  the  city  of  X - ?  Why  were 

the  interests  of  the  Count  of  Bourneuf  and  the  Bishop  of 

X - much  the  same?  Why  did  the  merchants  and  laborers 

of  the  city  of  X -  wish  the  bishop  to  live  luxuriously?  In 

what  ways  did  Paris  differ  from  other  cities  in  France?  Why 
was  there  a  larger  class  of  rich  people  in  Paris? 

5.  Why  did  the  Count  of  Bourneuf  and  the  Bishop  of  X - 

find  it  desirable  to  run  up  to  Paris  and  Versailles  for  a  part  of 
the  year?  What  people  did  they  find  living  at  Versailles? 
Why  were  they  polite  and  submissive  to  the  king?  How  could 
the  king  help  them  to  get  what  they  wanted?  How  could  they 
help  the  king? 

6.  How  did  people  manage  to  climb  up  the  social  ladder?  How 
did  they  manage  to  fall  down? 

7.  Why  is  it  true  to  say  that  the  government  of  France  was  a 
government  of  the  people,  by  the  king,  for  the  nobles  and  the 
rich? 

8.  How  did  the  system  of  government  and  society  in  other  coun¬ 
tries  differ  from  that  in  France? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  There  are  not  many  unfamiliar  words  in  this  chapter.  Try  to 
recall  in  what  connection  some  of  the  terms  have  been  used 
before.  Be  sure  to  learn  the  meaning  and  pronunciation-  of 
such  words  as  taille,  pailement,  Tuileiies ,  Versailles. 

2.  (a)  If  you  live  in  the  country,  write  out  a  comparison  of  the 
life  of  an  American  farmer  with  that  of  Jacques  Bonhomme, 
discussing  tools,  methods  of  farming,  food,  homes  and  such 
details. 

(b)  If  you  live  in  a  city,  make  a  comparison  of  the  life  and 
occupations  of  the  people  in  your  city  with  the  life  and  occu¬ 
pations  of  the  people  of  an  eighteenth-century  city  in  France. 
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3.  Subjects  for  discussion:  How  could  the  inequalities  of  French 
society  have  been  changed  without  a  revolution?  Do  you 
think  that  the  French  people,  or  any  part  of  the  French 
people,  were  expecting,  or  preparing  for,  a  revolution? 


4.  Write  an  imaginary  discussion  of  the  ideas  of  Rousseau  (or 
Voltaire)  by  a  French  noble,  a  merchant,  and  a  parish  priest 
(assuming  that  the  noble  would  have  been  willing  to  talk  to  a 
merchant  and  a  poor  priest).  If  you  like,  you  can  write  a 
short  one-act  play. 
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THE  FRENCH  REVOLUTION 

HOW  IT  STARTED  AS  A  SMALL  REVOLUTION  AND 
ENDED  AS  A  GREAT  ONE 


Liberty  consists  in  the  power  to  do  anything  that  does  not 
injure  ojhers.  Declaration  of  the  Rights  of  Man 


How  the  Estates  General  was  called  together  in  1789  in  order  to 
help  the  king  pay  his  debts.  Revolutions  are  not  likely  to  occur 
unless  a  great  many  people  are  discontented  with  the  existing 
system  of  government  and  society  and  have  some  ideas  about  how 
things  can  be  improved.  The  great  majority  of  the  people  in 
France  had  good  reason  to  be  dissatisfied  and,  furthermore,  the 
philosophers  had  filled  the  heads  of  people  with  new  ideas  about 
the  rights  of  man  and  the  duties  of  governments  (see  Chapter  9). 
This  discontent  and  these  new  ideas  may  therefore  be  called  the 
fundamental  causes  of  the  French  Revolution;  they  were  the  in¬ 
fluences  that  made  it  what  it  was. 

But  great  revolutions  are  commonly  started  by  some  particular 
circumstance  or  event  which  acts  like  a  spark  of  fire  falling  into  a 
barrel  of  powder.  The  particular  circumstance  which  started  the 
French  Revolution  was  the  king’s  need  of  money.  King  Louis 
XVI,  when  he  came  to  the  throne  in  1774,  inherited  a  large  debt, 
and  it  was  difficult  to  pay  off  this  debt  because  every  year  the 
expenses  of  government  were  greater  than  the  annual  revenue  from 
taxes.  When  Louis  XVI  ascended  the  throne,  he  appointed  the 
famous  philosopher  Turgot  as  his  minister,  and  many  people 
thought  that  the  financial  difficulties  of  the  government  would 
be  ended. 
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Turgot  showed  the  young  king  how  he  could  easily  solve  his 
money  difficulties.  Your  tax  collectors,  he  said,  are  corrupt,  and 
put  much  money  into  their  own  pockets.  Your  court  at  Versailles 
is  too  expensive;  there  are  too  many  useless  officials  there  and  too 
many  idle  nobles.  Besides,  the  nobles  and  the  clergy,  who  pos¬ 
sess  two  fifths  of  the  land  of  France,  ought  to  pay  taxes  like  other 
people.  Then,  too,  the  country  would  be  more  prosperous  and 
better  able  to  pay  taxes  if  industry  were  open  to  all  men  instead  of 
being  a  monopoly  of  the  guilds,  and  if  commerce,  instead  of  being 
hampered  by  tariffs,  were  entirely  free.  Within  two  years  Turgot 
abolished  the  guilds,  the  grain  tariff,  and  the  corvee,  which  was  a 
tax  in  labor  obliging  the  peasants  to  work  on  the  king’s  highways. 
He  cut  down  the  expenses  of  the  court,  increased  the  revenue,  and 
began  to  pay  the  debt.  If  the  king  had  stood  by  Turgot,  there 
might  have  been  a  reformation  of  France  without  a  revolution. 
But  of  course  the  nobles,  the  clergy7,  the  useless  officials  of  the 
court,  and  the  queen,  who  liked  to  have  money  to  spend,  all  com¬ 
bined  against  Turgot.  The  king,  who  was  a  good  man  but  a  weak 
one,  could  not  withstand  all  this  pressure.  So  in  1776  Turgot  was 
dismissed,  and  his  reforms  came  to  nothing. 

Two  years  later  (1778),  the  king  made  an  alliance  with  the 
American  colonies,  and  in  support  of  the  war  against  England  he 
had  to  borrow  more  money.  After  the  American  war  he  kept  on 
borrowing,  so  that  in  1787  the  treasury  was  empty,  and  no  one 
would  lend  the  bankrupt  government  anything  more.  So  the  king 
was  persuaded  to  call  together  the  old  Estates  General  (p.  249). 
The  Estates  General,  you  remember,  was  somewhat  like  the 
English  Parliament.  It  had  been  established  about  the  beginning 
of  the  fourteenth  century,  and  was  composed  of  representatives 
from  the  three  estates— the  nobles,  the  clergy,  and  the  Third 
Estate.  But  the  Estates  General  had  never  met  regularly,  and 
since  1614  it  had  indeed  never  been  assembled  at  all.  It  was  this 
old  institution,  which  everyone  had  long  since  forgotten,  that 
assembled  once  more  in  May,  1789,  to  determine  what  should  be 
done  about  the  debt  and  the  taxes.  But,  as  we  shall  see,  it  did 
not  confine  itself  to  the  debt  and  the  taxes. 
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I.  The  First  Revolution,  1789-1791 

Why  the  people  forgot  about  the  taxes  and  began  to  talk  about  a 
constitution.  There  was  much  excitement  and  rejoicing  when  it 
was  learned  that  the  king  had  invited  the  people  to  elect  repre¬ 
sentatives  to  the  Estates  General.  Hundreds  of  pamphlets  were 
written,  and  when  the  people  voted  for  representatives  they  also 
drew  up  written  documents,  called  cahiers ,  for  the  latter’s  guid¬ 
ance.  From  the  pamphlets  and  the  cahiers  we  know  why  the 
people  of  France  were  dissatisfied  with  the  existing  government 
and  what  they  expected  the  Estates  General  to  do  when  it  assem¬ 
bled  in  May,  1789. 

The  peasants  were  dissatisfied  because  they  had  to  pay  rents 
for  farms  which  they  felt  belonged  to  them,  and  to  perform  vari¬ 
ous  services  for  the  nobles.  The  nobles  were  dissatisfied  because 
they  had  less  influence  than  formerly,  and  because  the  king  sold 
titles  of  nobility  to  so  many  rich  capitalists  and  merchants,  who 
were  now  more  powerful  than  the  old  noble  families.  The  rich 
business  men  were  dissatisfied  because  there  were  so  many  laws 
restricting  their  freedom  to  engage  in  business  enterprise.  The 
bishops  were  dissatisfied  because  for  a  long  time  the  king  had  been 
depriving  the  church  of  its  privileges  and  confiscating  its  property. 
But  the  most  dissatisfied  people  of  all  were  the  educated  and  well- 
to-do  middle-class  people.  They  had  been  reading  Voltaire  and 
Rousseau,  as  well  as  Montesquieu,  and  many  other  “philosophers.” 
They  no  longer  believed  in  the  divine  right  of  kings,  or  in  the 
sacred  character  of  bishops,  or  in  the  superior  merit  of  nobles. 
“Are  we  not  as  intelligent  and  as  worthy  as  the  nobles  and  bishops 
who  look  down  upon  us  as  inferiors?  Why  should  not  we,  who 
work  hard  and  live  virtuously,  have  the  same  rights  as  frivolous 
nobles  and  idle  bishops?”  The  middle  class  had  long  asked  and 
answered  these  questions. 

Thus  each  class  had  some  grievance  of  its  own.  But  there  was 
one  grievance  which  all  classes  had  in  common.  All  classes — at 
least  all  educated  people — felt  that  France  was  badly  governed. 
France  was  no  longer,  as  in  the  great  days  of  Louis  XIV,  feared 
and  envied  by  all  Europe.  Prussia  and  Russia  had  risen  to  be  great 
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Courtesy  Bibliotheque  Nationale 


Costumes  Prescribed  for  the  Deputies  to  the  Estates  General 

Clergy  (left),  nobility  (center),  Third  Estate  (right).  Compare  these  with 

the  costumes  on  pages  349  and  411. 

powers;  and  above  all,  England  had  conquered  India  and  America 
at  the  expense  of  France.  Why  was  this?  People  began  to  think 
it  must  be  because  a  constitutional  government,  such  as  England 
had,  was  more  efficient  than  an  autocratic-  government  such  as 
France  had.  So  nobles,  clergy,  and  middle  class  alike  were  begin¬ 
ning  to  think  that  France  would  be  better  governed  if  the  people 
had  some  share  in  making  the  laws. 

This  belief  was  strengthened  by  the  American  Revolution.  The 
French  people  sympathized  with  the  Americans  and  helped  them 
to  win  their  independence.  Fafayette  and  many  other  Frenchmen 
went  to  America  to  fight  under  General  Washington,  and  they 
returned  to  France  with  many  good  things  to  say  about  Americans 
and  about  the  liberty  and  equality  which  prevailed  in  the  New 
World.  When  Fafayette  returned  to  France,  he  brought  with 
him  a  copy  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  which  he  had 
framed  and  hung  up  in  his  house  in  Paris.  Beside  it  he  left  a 
vacant  space;  and.  when  his  friends  asked  him  what  the  vacant 
space  was  for,  he  said  that  he  was  waiting  for  the  time  when 
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France  should  have  a  declaration  of  rights,  which  he  would  then 
place  beside  the  American  Declaration  of  Independence. 

Thus  it  happened  that  when  the 
Estates  General  met  on  May  5,  1789, 
the  French  people  had  almost  forgot¬ 
ten  about  the  debt  and  the  taxes. 
They  were  all  talking  about  the  con¬ 
stitution  which  France  ought  to  have. 

Why  the  members  of  the  Estates 
General  took  a  long  time  deciding 
whether  they  should  sit  in  three  rooms 
or  in  one.  There  were  1214  members 
of  the  Estates  General— 308  chosen  by 
the  clergy,  285  chosen  by  the  nobles, 
and  621  chosen  by  the  common  people 
or  Third  Estate.  In  previous  meetings 
of  the  Estates  General  it  had  been  the 
custom  for  each  of  the  three  estates  to 
sit  and  to  vote  in  a  room  by  itself. 
The  nobles  and  clergy  wished  to 
But  the  deputies  of  the  Third  Estate 
wished  to  adopt  a  new  practice — they  wished  the  1214  deputies  all 
to  sit  in  one  room  and  vote  as  one  assembly. 

This  dispute,  which  lasted  for  eight  weeks,  was  more  important 
than  you  might  think.  If  the  Estates  General  sat  as  three  separate 
assemblies,  then  no  measure  could  be  adopted  unless  it  were  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  majority  of  the  deputies  of  eaph  of  the  three  estates; 
and  so  the  clergy  alone,  or  the  nobles  alone,  could  prevent  the 
adoption  of  any  reform  which  deprived  them  of  any  of  their  privi¬ 
leges.  But  if  the  Estates  General  sat  as  a  single  assembly,  meas¬ 
ures  would  be  decided  by  a  simple  majority  of  the  whole  body, 
and  in  that  case  the  deputies  of  the  common  people,  being  more 
numerous  than  the  deputies  of  the  nobles  and  clergy  combined, 
would  have  a  better  chance  to  adopt  such  reforms  as  they  desired, 
even  if  the  nobles  and  clergy  were  opposed  to  them. 

So  the  quarrel  went  on  week  after  week,  and  the  deputies  of  the 


Courtesy  Muste  Carnavalel 

Popular  Cartoon,  1789 

The  peasant  is  represented  as 
carrying  the  nobility  and  the 
clergy  on  his  back.  Rabbits 
are  eating  his  crops,  but  he  is 
not  allowed  to  kill  game. 


follow  this  old  practice. 
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common  people  began  to  suspect  that  the  nobles  and  clergy  would 
be  willing  to  have  the  king  dissolve  the  Estates  General  rather 
than  allow  it  to  be  controlled  by  the 
deputies  of  the  Third  Estate.  On 
June  17  the  Third  Estate  therefore 
passed  a  momentous  resolution. 

They  declared  that,  since  they  repre¬ 
sented  96  per  cent  of  the  French 
people,  they  alone  were  competent 
to  make  a  constitution.  They  de¬ 
clared  themselves  alone  to  be  a 
National  Assembly  of  the  French 
Nation.  They  declared  that  they 
had  been  elected  by  the  French 
people  to  make  a  constitution,  and 
that  they  would  proceed  to  make 
one,  whether  the  nobles  and  clergy 
joined  them  in  that  business  or  not. 

This  was  a  new  idea,  and  the 
king  at  first  objected  to  it.  But 
on  June  24  more  than  half  of  the 
clerical  deputies  (parish  priests, 
who  sympathized  with  the  common  people)  deserted  their  fellows 
and  joined  the  Third  Estate.  On  June  25  forty-seven  nobles  fol¬ 
lowed  their  example.  Encouraged  by  this  support,  and  inspired 
by  the  eloquence  of  their  leader,  Mirabeau,  the  Third  Estate  paid 
no  attention  to  the  king’s  decision.  Again  the  king  yielded.  “Oh, 
well,  confound  it,  let  them  stick  where  they  are!”  he  is  reported  to 
have  said,  and  so  he  ordered  the  deputies  all  to  sit  as  a  single  body. 
Thus  the  Estates  General  came  to  an  end,  and  was  replaced  by  the 
National  Assembly. 

Most  people  supposed  that  it  would  take  the  National  Assembly 
no  more  than  three  or  four  months  to  make  the  constitution. 
But  the  National  Assembly  sat  for  more  than  two  years,  and  it 
did  much  more  than  make  a  political  constitution;  it  made  a  pretty 
complete  overturning  of  all  the  old  institutions  of  France.  We 


Collection  of  M.  Henry  Marcel 

Mirabeau  (1749-1791) 
Mirabeau,  a  noble,  was  chosen  to 
represent  the  Third  Estate  in 
1789.  He  was  a  very  effective 
orator,  and  the  most  notable 
popular  leader  during  the  first 
two  years  of  the  Revolution. 
This  portrait  is  from  a  painting 
by  Boze. 
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must  now  see  why  it  was  that  the  National  Assembly,  which  began 
with  the  intention  of  making  a  small  revolution,  ended  by  making 
a  great  one. 

Why  the  people  of  Paris  got  excited  and  destroyed  the  Bastille. 

One  reason  why  the  National  Assembly  made  a  great  revolution  in 
the  end  was  because  the  king  tried  to  suppress  the  little  one  which 
it  had  begun.  The  king,  left  to  himself,  would  probably  have 
done  nothing.  But  the  king’s  brothers,  and  the  queen,  and  many 
nobles  and  bishops  urged  the  king  to  make  use  of  the  army  to 
overawe  the  city  of  Paris,  dissolve  the  National  Assembly,  and  so 
end  the  Revolution  before  it  went  any  farther.  The  king  yielded 
to  this  bad  advice.  He  gradually  gathered  about  30,000  soldiers 
in  and  around  Paris;  and  on  July  11  he  dismissed  his  minister 
Necker  and  certain  other  ministers  who  opposed  his  plan. 

As  soon  as  the  people  of  Paris  heard  that  Necker  was  dismissed, 
they  rose  in  insurrection.  Food  was  scarce  in  the  city,  and  the 
idle,  ragged  crowds  in  the  streets  were  easily  stirred  by  Camille 
Desmoulins,  a  young  orator  who  made  a  fiery  speech  in  the 
gardens  of  the  Palais  Royal  urging  the  people  to  resist  the  soldiers. 
The  hungry  people  needed  little  urging.  Joined  by  many  of  the 
king’s  soldiers,  who  were  friendly  to  them,  they  pillaged  the 
bakeries  and  the  wine  shops.  They  broke  into  the  City  Hall, 
where  they  found  guns  and  powder.  Growing  larger  hour  by 
hour,  the  unruly  crowd  turned  to  the  Bastille,  an  ancient  royal 
prison  which  in  their  eyes  was  the  very  symbol  of  tyranny  and 
oppression,  and  which  was  supposed  to  contain  arms  and  ammuni¬ 
tion.  On  the  famous  14th  of  July  (1789),  the  people  attacked 
the  Bastille.  After  a  feeble  resistance  the  governor  surrendered, 
seven  astonished  prisoners  were  liberated,  and  the  people  began 
the  joyous  task  of  demolishing  the  thick  walls  of  the  hateful 
dungeon. 

The  king  made  no  serious  effort  to  suppress  the  insurrection,  per¬ 
haps  because  neither  the  officers  nor  the  soldiers  were  willing  to  fire 
on  the  people.  But  well-to-do  citizens  of  Paris  were  as  much  alarmed 
at  the  lawlessness  of  the  mob  as  they  were  at  the  presence  of  the 
king’s  soldiers.  They  did  not  enjoy  having  their  shops  pillaged 
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The  Fall  of  the  Bastille 

The  entrance  by  way  of  the  drawbridge  has  been  forced  and  cannon  are  being 
brought  up.  The  people  carry  scythes  and  sticks,  as  well  as  muskets  and 
bayonets.  From  a  drawing  by  Prieur. 

or  the  windows  of  their  houses  broken.  So  they  quickly  organized 
a  government  of  their  own  for  the  city  of  Paris,  supported  by  a 
citizen  militia  called  the  National  Guard.  Lafayette  was  made 
commander  of  the  National  Guard,  and  the  astronomer  Badly  was 
made  mayor  of  Paris.  Thus  through  the  establishment  of  the 
Commune,  as  the  new  municipal  government  was  called,  the 
middle-class  people  of  Paris  were  in  a  position  to  preserve  order 
against  the  mob  and  also  to  defend  the  city  against  the  king’s 
troops. 

Once  more  the  weak  king  yielded.  On  July  15  he  promised  the 
National  Assembly  to  remove  the  troops;  and  two  days  later  he 
came  from  Versailles  to  Paris,  rode  down  between  the  silent  ranks 
of  the  National  Guard,  and  gave  his  approval  to  the  new  city 
government.  Someone  handed  him  a  little  knot  of  ribbon,  such 
as  all  the  people  were  wearing.  It  was  the  famous  tricolor— red, 
white,  and  blue— which  had  been  adopted  during  the  insurrection 
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as  a  revolutionary  emblem.  With  this  symbol  of  defeat  stuck  in 
his  hat,  Louis  XVI  returned  to  Versailles  amidst  the  cries  of  the 

people,  “Long  live  the  king!”  How¬ 
ever  long  he  might  live,  the  days  when 
a  king  of  France  could  rule  by  “divine 
right”  were  over. 

How  the  peasants  became  impatient 
and  made  a  revolution  of  their  own. 

Paris  was  not  the  only  place  of  insur¬ 
rection.  All  through  central  and  north¬ 
ern  France  the  peasants  were 
a  revolution  of  their  own.  When  the 
peasants  voted  for  representatives  to 
the  Estates  General,  they  asked  for  one 
thing— to  be  freed  from  feudal  dues, 
the  rents  and  taxes  which  they  paid  to 
the  nobles  for  their  land.  The  peas¬ 
ants  cared  nothing  for  political  reform. 
They  were  not  interested  in  a  consti¬ 
tution.  But  the  deputies  of  the  Third 

ness  men,  who  were  interested  only  in 
political  reform,  and  cared  little  about 
feudal  dues.  They  had  almost  forgot¬ 
ten  the  peasants  and  their  grievances. 

The  peasants  did  not  wish  to  be  forgotten;  and  they  began  to 
take  matters  into  their  own  hands.  In  July  occurred  what  is 
known  as  the  “Great  Fear.”  A  curious  rumor  spread  rapidly 
through  the  country.  In  village  after  village  the  cry  would  be 
raised,  “The  brigands  are  coming!”  Then  the  peasants  would  arm 
themselves  with  whatever  came  handy — pikes,  scythes,  pitchforks, 
axes.  If  no  brigands  appeared,  the  peasants  went  to  the  castle  of 
their  lord  or  seigneur  and  asked  him  to  give  up  the  deeds  and 
contracts  which  bound  them  to  pay  rents  and  services  for  their 
land.  If  the  seigneur  gave  up  the  deeds  and  contracts,  the  peas¬ 
ants  destroyed  them.  If  he  resisted,  they  tried  to  break  into  the 


Estate  were  mostly  lawyers  and  busi- 
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Popular  Cartoon,  1789 

After  the  abolition  of  feudal 
dues  the  peasant  is  pictured 
as  riding  the  noble.  On  his 
sword  is  written:  “Full  of 
courage.”  It  supports  a  rab¬ 
bit  which  he  has  killed.  The 
clergyman  carries  scales,  one 
pan  of  which  is  weighted  by 
“Equality  and  liberty,”  the 
other  by  “Relief  for  the 
people.” 
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castle,  and  often,  in  order  to  destroy  the  hated  documents,  de¬ 
molished  it,  just  as  the  people  of  Paris  had  demolished  the  Bastille. 
From  this  time  on,  whether  the  deeds  and  contracts  were  de¬ 
stroyed  or  not,  the  peasants  refused  to  pay  feudal  dues  and  resisted 
all  attempts  to  compel  them  to  do  so. 

How  the  National  Assembly  spent  the  night  of  August  4  making 
good  resolutions  which  it  took  them  two  years  to  carry  into  effect. 
While  the  peasant  insurrections  were  going  on,  the  National 
Assembly  was  sitting  at  Versailles  discussing  the  new  constitution. 
But  at  last  the  reports  of  the  peasant  disorders  became  so  alarm¬ 
ing  that  something  had  to  be  done.  So  the  National  Assembly 
appointed  a  committee  to  gather  information  and  report.  The 
committee  reported  that  peasants  were  everywhere  burning  and 
destroying  property;  that  the  king’s  officers  were  helpless;  and  that 
the  National  Assembly  ought  to  do  something  to  suppress  the 
peasants  and  restore  order.  The  Assembly  therefore  decided  to 
consider  the  report  of  the  committee  the  very  next  day — August  4. 

The  nobles  in  the  National  Assembly  were  more  interested  in 
the  doings  of  the  peasants  than  anyone  else  was,  for  if  the  peasants 
did  not  pay  feudal  dues  the  nobles  would  lose  most  of  their 
incomes.  Some  of  the  nobles,  talking  the  matter  over  among 
themselves,  thought  that  if  they  volunteered  to  give  up  some  of 
the  feudal  dues,  perhaps  the  peasants  might  be  persuaded  to  go 
on  paying  the  others.  Therefore,  when  the  Assembly  met  on  the 
evening  of  August  4,  the  Duke  of  Aiguillon,  one  of  the  largest 
landowners  in  France,  got  up  and  made  a  short  speech.  He  said 
that  the  peasants  had  a  real  grievance,  and  that  something  should 
be  done  for  them.  He  therefore  proposed:  (1)  that  the  nobles 
and  clergy  should  pay  their  share  of  taxes  to  the  king;  (2)  that 
peasants  should  no  longer  be  required  to  perform  personal  services 
for  their  seigneurs;  (3)  that  peasants  should  go  on  paying  rents 
for  a  term  of  years,  when  these  also  should  cease. 

This  proposal  was  received  with  no  great  enthusiasm.  A  deputy 
of  the  Third  Estate,  Dupont  de  Nemours,  said  that  the  peasant  up¬ 
risings  ought  to  be  put  down  before  any  concessions  were  made  to 
them.  Finally,  an  obscure  deputy,  Guen  de  Kerengal,  made  a 
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rousing  speech  on  behalf  of  the  peasants,  picturing  their  misery, 
and  calling  on  the  privileged  classes  to  make  sacrifices  for  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  all.  When  he  sat  down,  so  we  are  told,  “enthusiasm 
seized  all  hearts/'  Carried  away  by  this  enthusiasm,  deputy  after 
deputy  arose,  and  on  the  spur  of  the  moment  moved  to  abolish 
some  privilege  or  abuse.  At  last,  in  the  small  hours  of  the 
morning,  the  secretary  passed  to  the  president  of  the  Assembly  a 
slip  of  paper  on  which  he  had  written:  “Adjourn  the  session; 
everyone  has  lost  his  head." 

During  this  one  famous  night  the  National  Assembly  had  voted 
to  abolish  feudal  dues,  hunting  rights,  the  sale  of  public  offices, 
church  tithes,  the  privileges  of  the  nobles  and  clergy  in  respect  to 
taxation — in  fact  most  of  the  privileges  of  the  upper  classes.  But 
this  overturning  was  as  yet  only  decreed  on  paper.  The  decrees 
of  August  4  constituted  only  a  kind  of  program  of  reform  which 
it  took  the  National  Assembly  two  years  to  carry  into  effect.  Thus 
it  happened  that  the  National  Assembly,  starting  out  to  make  only 
a  political  revolution,  ended  by  making  also  an  economic  and 
social  revolution,  and  a  religious  revolution.  We  shall  now  take 
up  each  of  these  revolutions  in  turn;  and  first  the  political  revo¬ 
lution. 

The  political  revolution:  The  Declaration  of  Rights  and  the  Consti¬ 
tution  of  1791.  After  the  fourth  of  August  the  National  Assembly 
took  up  again  the  business  of  making  a  constitution.  The  main 
features  of  the  constitution  were  soon  determined,  but  it  was  not 
completed  or  proclaimed  until  September,  1791  (see  p.  375).  For 
this  reason  the  first  French  constitution  is  called  the  Constitution 
of  1791. 

Prefixed  to  this  constitution  is  a  short  document  known  as  the 
Declaration  of  the  Rights  of  Man.  This  document  has  the  same 
importance  for  French  history  that  our  Declaration  of  Independ¬ 
ence  has  for  our  history.  Both  documents  proclaimed  those 
principles  of  natural  rights  which  Locke  and  Rousseau  had  defined; 
and  for  half  a  century  or  more  these  principles  provided  a  kind  of 
gospel  for  many  people  in  many  lands  who  were  trying  to  win 
political  freedom  by  revolution.  It  is  worthwhile  to  learn  the 
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essential  parts  of  these  two  documents,  since  they  have  had  so 
great  an  influence  in  modern  history. 

In  the  Declaration  of  Independence  the  theory  of  natural  rights 
is  expressed  thus: 

We  hold  these  truths  to  be  self-evident;  that  all  men  are 
created  equal;  that  they  are  endowed  by  their  Creator  with  cer¬ 
tain  unalienable  rights;  that  among  these  are  life,  liberty,  and 
the  pursuit  of  happiness;  that  to  secure  these  rights,  governments 
are  instituted  among  men,  deriving  their  just  powers  from  the 
consent  of  the  governed;  that  whenever  any  form  of  govern¬ 
ment  becomes  destructive  of  these  ends,  it  is  the  right  of  the 
people  to  alter  or  to  abolish  it,  and  to  institute  new  govern¬ 
ment,  laying  its  foundations  on  such  principles  and  organizing 
its  powers  in  such  form  as  to  them  shall  seem  most  likely  to 
effect  their  safety  and  happiness. 

In  the  French  Declaration  of  the  Rights  of  Man  the  same  ideas 
are  expressed,  although  in  a  slightly  different  form: 

Men  are  born  and  remain  equal  in  rights.  .  .  .  The  aim  of 
every  political  association  is  the  protection  of  the  natural  and 
imprescriptible  rights  of  man.  These  rights  are  liberty,  property, 
security,  and  resistance  to  oppression.  The  source  of  all  sover¬ 
eignty  is  essentially  in  the  nation;  no  body,  no  individual,  can 
exercise  authority  that  does  not  proceed  from  it  [that  is,  the 
nation]  in  plain  terms.  Law  is  the  expression  of  the  general  will. 
All  citizens  have  the  right  to  share  personally,  or  by  their  repre¬ 
sentatives,  in  its  formation  [that  is,  the  formation  of  the  law]. 

On  the  basis  of  these  principles  the  National  Assembly  made 
the  Constitution  of  1791.  All  citizens  were  guaranteed  freedom  of 
religion,  freedom  of  speech,  and  freedom  from  arbitrary  arrest  and 
imprisonment.  Special  privileges  of  nobles  and  clergy  were 
abolished.  New  courts  were  established  in  which  justice  was 
administered  and  offenses  punished,  on  equal  terms  for  all  persons. 
Public  offices  were  open  to  all  alike.  The  king  no  longer  ruled  by 
divine  right;  his  powers,  like  those  of  any  other  official,  were 
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defined  by  law.  Laws  were  made  by  a  legislative  assembly  of  one 
chamber,  composed  of  representatives  elected  by  those  citizens 
who  possessed  a  certain  amount  of  property.  The  king  might  veto 
such  laws  temporarily,  but  his  main  business  was  to  administer 
and  execute  the  laws;  and  to  assist  him  in  administering  the  laws, 
the  country  was  divided  up  into  eighty-three  divisions,  called 
“departments/7  in  each  of  which  a  local  government  was  estab¬ 
lished,  composed  of  officials  elected  by  the  citizens  of  that  depart¬ 
ment. 

This  was  the  political  revolution.  The  Constitution  of  1791  did 
not  last  very  long,  and  France  has  had  many  constitutions  since. 
But  the  two  fundamental  principles  upon  which  the  Constitution 
of  1791  was  based  were  never  afterwards  really  abandoned  by  the 
French  people.  These  two  principles  were:  (1)  that  the  govern¬ 
ment  derives  its  authority  from  the  will  of  the  people;  and  (2)  that 
all  citizens  have  equal  rights  before  the  law. 

The  social  and  economic  revolution:  How  class  divisions  were 
abolished,  and  wealth  redistributed.  On  the  night  of  August  4, 
1789,  the  National  Assembly  had  decreed  that  “the  feudal  system 
is  forever  abolished  in  France.’7  It  was  easy  to  declare  this,  but 
difficult  to  carry  it  into  effect.  The  National  Assembly  tried  to 
make  a  distinction  between  those  rents  and  services  of  the  peasants 
which  had  originated  in  personal  servitude  and  those  which  had 
originated  in  property  rights.  The  former  they  declared  abolished 
at  once;  the  latter  were  to  be  abolished  as  soon  as  the  peasants  had 
paid  the  rents  for  a  certain  number  of  years.  The  peasants,  learn¬ 
ing  that  the  feudal  dues  had  been  abolished,  could  not  understand 
why  they  should  pay  anything  more.  And  when  anyone  tried  to 
compel  them  to  pay,  they  began  to  riot  again.  So  the  National 
Assembly  never  really  settled  the  question  of  feudal  dues;  but 
before  the  Revolution  was  over,  in  1793  during  the  Reign  of  Terror, 
another  assembly,  the  National  Convention  (see  p.  379),  settled 
this  question  once  for  all  by  abolishing  the  feudal  dues  without 
requiring  the  peasants  to  pay  anything  at  all.  Thus  in  the  end 
the  nobles  lost  their  rents,  and  the  peasants  obtained  their  land 
free  of  all  obligation. 
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Since  the  nobles  no  longer  had  any  special  legal  privileges,  it 
seemed  useless  to  have  any  nobles  at  all.  So  the  National  Assem¬ 
bly,  on  June  19,  1790,  passed  the  following  decree:  “Hereditary 
nobility  is  forever  abolished;  in  consequence,  the  titles  of  prince, 
duke,  count,  marquis,  viscount,  .  .  .  and  all  other  similar  titles 
shall  neither  be  taken  by  anyone  whomsoever  nor  given  to  any¬ 
one.”  By  various  laws  (see  p.  372)  the  clergy  was  also  deprived 
of  their  special  privileges,  and  so  these  two  classes  or  estates— 
nobles  and  clergy — had  only  the  rights  which  all  citizens  enjoyed. 
But  there  were  still  certain  privileged  corporations  in  France,  such 
as  the  financial  corporation  known  as  the  farmers-general  of  the 
taxes ,  legal  corporations  known  as  pa  dements,  and  industrial  cor¬ 
porations  known  as  guilds.  These  also  the  National  Assembly 
abolished.  The  most  important  of  these  were  the  guilds.  Each 
guild  had  a  legal  monopoly  of  making  and  selling  certain  things. 
On  March  2,  1791,  the  National  Assembly  abolished  these  legal 
monopolies,  and  laid  down  the  principle  that  “every  person  shall 
be  free  to  engage  in  such  business  or  to  practice  such  profession, 
art,  or  craft  as  he  shall  find  profitable.” 

These  measures  constituted  a  social  revolution.'  The  French 
people  were  no  longer  a  collection  of  classes  and  corporations,  each 
having  its  own  special  rights  and  privileges.  Henceforth  the 
French  people  made  one  class  in  which  all  individuals  were, 
according  to  the  law,  equal  in  rights. 

Of  course  this  does  not  mean  that  all  people  were  made  equal  in 
wealth,  in  intelligence,  or  in  social  position  and  influence. 
Nothing  can  make  people  equal  in  intelligence  or  in  power  and 
influence.  But  something  can  be  done  to  make  the  distribution  of 
wealth  more  equal;  and  one  of  the  most  important  results  of  the 
French  Revolution  was  this:  A  great  deal  of  the  land  of  France 
changed  hands.  Before  the  Revolution  was  over,  the  National 
Assembly  confiscated  the  lands  of  the  church  and  much  of  the 
land  of  the  nobles.  During  the  Revolution  a  good  deal  of  this 
land  was  offered  for  sale.  Some  of  it  was  bought  by  peasants  and 
a  larger  part  by  the  middle  class.  Thus  much  of  the  land  of 
France  passed  from  the  hands  of  nobles  and  clergy  into  the  hands 


372 


POLITICAL  AND  SOCIAL  REVOLUTION 


of  common  people.  In  1793,  in  order  to  keep  the  land  divided 
up  among  the  people,  the  National  Convention  passed  a  new 
law  of  inheritance,  which  provided  that  when  a  man  died  his 
landed  property  must  be  divided  up  more  or  less  equally  among 
his  children  or  near  relatives. 

This  was  the  social  and  economic  revolution.  It  aimed:  (1)  to 
abolish  all  legal  classes  and  corporations;  (2)  to  make  all  citizens 
equal  before  the  law;  (3)  to  effect  a  more  equal  division  of  wealth 
among  the  people.  We  must  now  turn  to  the  religious  revolution. 

The  religious  revolution:  How  the  National  Assembly  deprived 
the  Catholic  Church  of  its  property  and  its  former  privileges.  The 
National  Assembly  abolished  all  the  old  laws  that  deprived  people 
of  religious  freedom.  Protestants  and  Jews  were  granted  civil 
rights.  Henceforth  all  people  were  free  to  be  of  any  religion  or 
of  no  religion,  just  as  they  liked.  The  Catholic  clergy  lost  their 
former  power  of  preventing  the  publication  of  books  which  they 
did  not  like.  To  diminish  the  power  of  the  Catholic  Church  still 
more,  the  National  Assembly  deprived  it  of  most  of  its  property. 
On  August  4,  1789,  church  tithes  were  abolished,  and  later  all 
of  the  land  of  the  church  was  confiscated  and  taken  over  by  the 
government.  Finally,  the  Assembly  tried  to  reorganize  the  church 
so  that  it  would  be  a  purely  national  church,  supported  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  state. 

To  accomplish  this  object,  the  Assembly  passed  a  law  called 
“The  Civil  Constitution  of  the  Clergy"  (July,  1790).  By  this 
act  each  of  the  civil  divisions  called  “departments"  was  to  be  also 
a  religious  diocese  or  bishopric.  Bishops  and  parish  priests  were 
to  be  elected,  not  solely  by  the  people  who  were  Catholics,  but 
by  all  citizens  (including  Huguenots,  Jews,  and  free-thinkers)  who 
had  the  right  to  vote  for  civil  officials.  The  bishops  and  priests, 
thus  elected  by  the  citizens,  were  to  be  paid  a  salary  by  the  govern¬ 
ment,  just  as  other  officers  of  the  state  were  paid  by  the  govern¬ 
ment.  The  Pope  was  no  longer  to  have  any  authority  over  the 
church  in  France,  although  he  was  still  permitted  to  define  its 
doctrines  and  beliefs. 

Thus  the  National  Assembly  tried  to  transform  the  Catholic 
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Church  into  a  state  institution  of  religion,  supported  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  government,  just  as  our  public  schools  are  state 
institutions  of  education,  supported  and  controlled  by  the  govern¬ 
ment.  It  may  seem  odd  to  us  that  Protestants  and  Jews,  and  even 
those  who  did  not  believe  in  any  religion  at  all,  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  vote  for  Catholic  bishops  and  priests.  But  many  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  National  Assembly  thought  that  the  chief  business  of 
bishops  and  priests  paid  by  the  government  was  to  teach  those 
practical  moral  virtues  which  would  make  good  citizens.  For  this 
reason  it  seemed  right  that  all  citizens,  whatever  their  religious 
beliefs  might  be,  should  share  in  choosing  the  bishops  and  priests 
that  were  to  teach  them. 

But  the  Catholic  clergy  thought  this  an  unreasonable  and  unjust 
measure.  They  said  that  the  business  of  Catholic  bishops  and 
priests  was  to  teach  the  Catholic  religion,  and  not  merely  the 
moral  virtues;  and  so  it  was  absurd  and  unjust  to  allow  Prot¬ 
estants,  Jews,  and  atheists  to  choose  the  clergy  of  a  religion  in 
which  they  did  not  believe  and  of  which  they  were  bitter  enemies. 
Most  of  the  bishops  and  priests  therefore  refused  to  accept  the 
Civil  Constitution  of  the  Clergy,  especially  after  the  Pope  com¬ 
manded  them  not  to.  The  National  Assembly  ignored  the  Pope 
and  required  the  bishops  and  priests  to  take  an  oath  of  allegiance 
to  the  Civil  Constitution;  and  later  penalties  were  imposed  on 
those  who  refused  to  take  the  oath. 

This  measure  of  the  National  Assembly  had  a  very  important 
influence  upon  the  course  of  the  Revolution.  Two  thirds  of  the 
parish  priests  and  all  but  seven  of  the  bishops  refused  to  take  the 
oath  of  allegiance;  and  they  were  so  much  opposed  to  the  religious 
measures  of  the  National  Assembly  that  the  majority  of  them 
became  opposed  to  the  Revolution  altogether.  Thus,  by  1791,  most 
of  the  nobles  and  clergy,  and  a  great  many  of  the  people,  had 
become  “counter-revolutionary.”  That  is,  they  had  come  to  regard 
the  Revolution  as  a  dangerous  movement  which,  if  allowed  to  go 
on,  would  overturn  everything  in  France  and  create  a  condition  of 
anarchy.  They  wished,  therefore,  to  suppress  the  Revolution 
altogether  and  to  give  back  to  the  king  his  former  powers. 
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The  king  himself  was  now  one  of  the  counter-revolutionists.  He 
too  wished  to  suppress  the  Revolution.  He  was  ready  to  use  any 

means  to  suppress  the  Revolution; 
and  in  order  to  suppress  it  he  tried 
first  of  all  to  run  away  from  it. 

Why  the  king  ran  away  to  Varennes 
and  how  he  was  brought  back  to 
Pa  ris.  On  the  sixth  of  October, 
1789,  the  king  and  court  had  been 
partly  persuaded  and  partly  forced 
by  Lafayette  and  the  National 
Guard  to  come  from  Versailles  and 
reside  in  Paris.  But  the  queen  and 
the  nobles  at  court  were  always 
urging  the  king  to  escape  from 
Paris,  gather  troops  in  other  parts 
of  France,  and  return  at  the  head 
of  an  army. 

Louis  hesitated  to  do  this,  because 
it  would  mean  civil  war.  But  when 
the  Pope  rejected  the  Civil  Consti¬ 
tution,  Louis  felt  that  he  must  do 
something  desperate  to  suppress  the 
Revolution  and  recover  his  former 
powers.  So  secret  plans  were  made 
to  escape  from  Paris  and  join  the 
army  of  General  Bouille  near  the 
eastern  frontier  of  France.  Accordingly,  on  the  night  of  June  20, 
1791,  the  king  and  the  queen  and  their  children  got  quietly  into  a 
coach,  slipped  unnoticed  out  of  Paris,  and  drove  rapidly  away  on 
the  road  to  Metz.  But  the  king  never  reached  the  army. 

He  might  have  done  so,  perhaps,  if  he  had  been  content  to  travel 
uncomfortably  in  an  ordinary  carriage.  But  majesties  do  not  like  to 
travel  uncomfortably.  The  coach  was  an  enormous  affair,  built 
expressly  for  the  journey,  in  order  that  the  royal  family  might  ride 
at  their  ease.  People  in  the  little  towns  through  which  they  passed 
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Women  Starting  for 
Versailles 

A  crowd  of  women  marched 
from  Paris  to  Versailles  October 
5,  1789,  to  ask  for  bread  for 
their  children.  The  crops  had 
been  scanty,  and  the  poor  were 
suffering.  Although  Lafayette 
protected  the  royal  family,  the 
mob  broke  into  the  chateau  and 
frightened  the  queen. 
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wondered  who  it  could  be  that  traveled  with  so  much  magnifi¬ 
cence.  Suspicion  was  aroused;  at  one  of  the  towns  someone 
recognized  the  king;  and  finally,  at  Varennes,  the  royal  party  was 
detained.  Meantime  the  National  Assembly  sent  officers  on  his 
trail  to  arrest  him.  The  officers  arrived  at  Varennes  on  June  21; 
and  when  they  presented  the  decree  of  arrest  to  the  king,  Louis 
exclaimed,  “There  is  no  longer  a  king  of  France!” 

King  or  not,  Louis  was  brought  back  under  guard  to  the  city  of 
Paris.  As  the  splendid  coach  rolled  through  the  streets,  the  king 
was  hooted  by  the  people;  and  the  royal  family,  hot  and  dusty 
from  the  long  ride,  re-entered  the  Tuileries,  where  they  were  kept 
under  close  watch  until  the  National  Assembly  could  decide  what 
ought  to  be  done  with  a  king  who  ran  away. 

For  two  months  the  National  Assembly  was  engaged  in  revising 
the  constitution  and  putting  it  into  final  shape  so  that  it  could  be 
presented  to  the  king.  At  last  this  work  was  finished;  and  on 
September  14  the  king  came  before  the  National  Assembly  and 
read  a  letter,  written  the  day  before,  in  which  he  formally  accepted 
the  constitution.  On  September  30,  1791,  the  National  Assembly 
was  dissolved.  On  the  following  day  the  new  Legislative  Assembly 
provided  for  in  the  Constitution  of  1791  convened,  and  the  Revo¬ 
lution  seemed  to  be  over.  The  king  himself  had  said  so.  “The 
end  of  the  Revolution  has  arrived,”  he  wrote.  “Let  the  nation 
return  to  its  own  cheerful  nature.” 

If  the  king  really  thought  that  the  Revolution  was  over,  he  was 
sadly  mistaken.  On  the  contrary,  during  the  next  three  years  the 
Revolution  passed  into  a  second  stage,  far  more  radical  and  violent 
than  the  first.  In  1792  France  became  involved  in  war  with 
Austria.  The  war  led  directly  to  the  fall  of  the  monarchy,  the 
establishment  of  a  republic,  the  execution  of  the  king  and  queen, 
and  the  famous  Reign  of  Terror.  We  must  now  learn  something 
about  this  second  phase  of  the  Revolution. 

II.  The  Second  Revolution,  1792-1795 

The  insurrection  of  August  10,  1792:  How  the  king  was  deposed. 

The  leading  party  in  the  Legislative  Assembly  which  assembled  on 
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October  1,  1791,  was  known  as  the  Girondist  party  (because  some 
of  its  leaders  came  from  the  district  of  the  Gironde).  The  Giron¬ 
dists  were  mostly  young  men,  representing  the  most  radical  senti¬ 
ment  of  the  time,  and  anxious  to  prove  their  ability  and  their 
loyalty  to  the  Revolution.  The  principal  leader  was  Brissot,  an 
able  journalist.  He  was  supported  by  a  number  of  brilliant  if 
wordy  orators,  among  them  Vergniaud  and  Gensonne.  These 
and  other  Girondist  leaders  were  inspired  and  kept  up  to  the  mark 
by  Madame  Roland,  an  eager  and  passionate  patriot,  in  whose 
apartment  they  often  met  to  discuss  their  plans. 

The  Girondists  felt  that  the  Revolution  was  not  yet  complete. 
They  did  not  as  yet  demand  abolition  of  the  monarchy,  but  they 
were  extremely  hostile  to  the  king  and  wished  to  restrict  his  power 
even  more  than  had  already  been  done.  They  suspected,  with 
good  reason  as  it  turned  out,  that  the  king  and  the  queen  were 
secretly  asking  aid  from  Emperor  Leopold,  brother  of  the  queen 
and  ruler  of  Austria,  and  from  the  King  of  Prussia.  They  knew 
that  most  of  the  former  nobles  and  clergy  in  France  were  hostile 
to  the  Revolution  and  would  gladly  see  armies  of  Austria  and 
Prussia  invade  France  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  it.  Besides, 
there  were  the  emigres — nobles  and  clergy  who  had  left  France 
and  were  now  living  in  foreign  capitals' — in  Vienna,  Berlin, 
London,  and  St.  Petersburg.  All  these  powerful  people  were 
counter-revolutionists.  They  were  working  for  a  revolution  against 
the  Revolution;  and  to  attain  their  object  they  were  willing  to 
accept  the  aid  of  foreign  powers.  The  Girondists  feared  that  un¬ 
less  the  Revolution  destroyed  the  counter-revolution,  the  counter¬ 
revolution  would  destroy  the  Revolution. 

As  it  happened,  in  the  winter  of  1792  both  the  Girondists  and 
the  counter-revolutionists  were  inclined  to  think  that  a  war  would 
not  be  a  bad  thing.  The  queen  and  the  court  party  believed  that 
if  a  war  broke  out,  the  people  would  rally  to  the  support  of  the 
king.  The  Girondists  believed  that  a  war  would  arouse  patriotic 
sentiment  against  the  emigrant  nobles  and  the  king.  Occasions 
for  dispute  between  France  and  Austria  were  not  lacking,  and  on 
April  20,  1792,  the  Legislative  Assembly  declared  war  against  the 
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Paris  in  the  Time  of  the  French  Revolution 


The  Conciergerie  was  the  chief  prison  during  the  Terror.  Next  door  was  the 
Palais  de  Justice,  where  the  Revolutionary  Tribunal  sat.  The  gardens  of  the 
Tuileries  are  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Seine  and  beyond  them  the  Place  de  la 

Revolution. 

emperor  on  the  ground  that  he  was  conspiring  with  the  emigrant 
nobles  to  restore  the  king  to  his  former  powers.  When  the  queen 
heard  that  war  was  declared,  she  exclaimed,  “So  much  the  better!” 
But  it  was  not  so  much  the  better  for  the  poor  queen.  On  the 
contrary,  the  war  led  directly  to  the  insurrection  of  August  10  and 
the  fall  of  the  monarchy. 

The  war  began  in  Belgium,  a  province  of  Austria,  where  an 
Austrian  army  was  stationed  near  the  French  frontier.  The 
French  troops  fought  badly,  partly  because  they  feared  that  some 
of  their  officers,  who  were  ex-nobles,  were  in  sympathy  with  the 
counter-revolution.  In  the  first  battle,  no  sooner  did  the  Austrians 
appear  than  the  French  troops  ran  away  and  even  killed  their 
leader  General  Dillon,  who  tried  to  stop  them.  To  make  matters 
worse,  Prussia  soon  joined  Austria,  and  the  Prussian  army,  under 
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the  Duke  of  Brunswick,  moved  toward  the  French  frontier  in 
Lorraine. 

When  it  was  learned  that  the  French  troops,  instead  of  beating 
the  Austrians,  were  running  away  from  them,  there  was  the 
greatest,  excitement  throughout  France,  and  especially  in  Paris. 
This  excitement  reached  the  boiling  point  when,  one  day  late  in 
July,  there  was  handed  about  the  city  a  printed  document  known 
as  the  “Brunswick  Manifesto.7'  People  read  this  curious  document 
with  amazement  and  anger.  It  was  dated  July  25,  and  was  signed 
by  the  Prussian  general,  the  Duke  of  Brunswick.  The  manifesto 
declared  that  the  emperor  and  the  King  of  Prussia  were  invading 
France  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  the  rebellion  against  the 
French  king.  It  commanded  all  Frenchmen  to  submit  to  the 
invading  armies,  and  it  threatened  to  treat  as  rebels  all  who 
resisted.  But  especially,  the  manifesto  threatened  the  city  of  Paris; 
for  it  declared  that  if  the  people  of  Paris  “dared  to  defend  them¬ 
selves,77  they  would  be  shot  down  without  mercy  and  their  rebel¬ 
lious  city  would  be  destroyed. 

The  effect  of  the  Brunswick  Manifesto  was  just  the  opposite  of 
whac  the  emigrant  nobles  had  hoped.  They  had  supposed  that 
it  would  terrify  the  inhabitants  of  Paris  into  submission.  But 
instead  of  submitting,  the  people  of  Paris  organized  another  insur¬ 
rection — the  famous  insurrection  of  August  10,  1792.  The  city 
was  at  this  time  divided  into  sixty  “sections.77  Directed  by 
Danton,  Santerre,  and  other  popular  leaders,  the  people  in  many 
of  the  sections  were  organized  and  armed.  At  midnight  on  Au¬ 
gust  9  the  church  bells  were  tolled  as  a  signal  that  the  insurrection 
was  about  to  begin.  The  rioters  first  set  aside  the  city  government 
or  Commune  of  1789  and  established  one  of  their  own,  known  as 
the  Commune  of  August  10.  They  also  got  control  of  the 
National  Guard.  But  the  great  event  was  the  attack  on  the  king's 
palace,  the  Tuileries.  Many  of  the  king’s  guards  refused  to  fire 
on  the  people,  and  themselves  joined  the  insurrectionists;  but  one 
company  of  Swiss  guards  heroically  defended  the  palace  until  the 
king  ordered  them  to  cease  firing,  which  they  did,  only  to  be  sur¬ 
rounded  and  massacred. 
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When  the  people  swarmed  into  the  Tuileries,  they  did  not  find 
the  king  there.  The  king  and  the  queen  had  taken  refuge  with 
the  Legislative  Assembly.  But  this  did  not  help  them  much,  for 
the  people  forced  their  way  into  the  assembly  hall  and  demanded 
that  the  king  be  deposed.  Many  of  the  members  of  the  Assembly 
were  absent,  and  those  present  were  either  in  sympathy  with  the 
people  or  else  easily  intimidated.  So  the  Legislative  Assembly 
voted  to  suspend  the  king  until  a  new  assembly  could  be  elected 
by  the  people  to  decide  his  fate.  Louis  and  Marie  Antoinette 
were  imprisoned  in  the  Temple  (a  fortified  building  once  used 
by  the  Knights  Templars),  and  the  duties  of  the  king  were  taken 
over  by  a  Provisory  Executive  Council  of  which  Danton  was  the 
leading  member. 

The  new  assembly,  which  was  to  decide  the  fate  of  the  king,  was 
soon  elected.  It  met  on  September  21,  1792,  and  remained  in 
session  until  October  26,  1795.  This  assembly  was  the  famous 
National  Convention.  It  was  the  National  Convention  that 
abolished  the  monarchy,  established  the  republic,  executed  Louis 
XVI,  organized  the  ''Terror,”  and  successfully  defended  the 
Revolution  against  the  united  powers  of  Europe. 

How  the  National  Convention  established  the  republic,  repulsed 
the  foreign  armies,  and  executed  the  king,  September,  1 792— 
January,  1793.  When  the  deputies  assembled  on  September  21, 
no  one  supposed  that  they  would  take  the  great  decisive  step  on 
that  day.  All  day  they  talked  about  other  things,  and  they  were 
about  to  adjourn  for  dinner  when  one  of  the  Paris  deputies,  Collot 
d’Herbois,  got  up  and  said:  “There  is  a  question  which  you  can¬ 
not  postpone  until  tomorrow;  which  you  cannot  postpone  until 
this  evening;  which  you  cannot  postpone  a  single  instant,  without 
being  unfaithful  to  your  vows  to  the  nation:  that  question  is  the 
abolition  of  royalty.”  Thus  the  question  was  raised.  Still  the 
deputies  hesitated.  But  within  a  few  moments  all  hesitation 
vanished.  Perhaps  the  deputies  were  tired  of  being  uncertain.  At 
all  events,  with  almost  no  discussion  at  all,  the  famous  act  was 
passed:  “The  National  Convention  unanimously  decrees  that 
monarchy  is  forever  abolished  in  France.”  Then  the  deputies 
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relieved  the  tension  by  cheering,  stamping  on  the  floor,  and  throw¬ 
ing  their  hats  into  the  air. 

Having  abolished  the  monarchy  forever,  the  deputies  went  out 
to  dinner.  People  in  the  streets  were  crying,  “Long  live  the 
republic!”  The  Convention  had  not  yet  established  a  republic, 
but  people  were  taking  it  for  granted  that  one  must  exist,  since 
the  monarchy  was  abolished.  On  September  22  the  Convention 
passed  a  decree  that  “henceforth  public  documents  shall  be  dated 
from  the  first  year  of  the  French  Republic.”  On  September  25  it 
decreed  that  “the  French  Republic  shall  be  one  and  indivisible.” 
Thus  the  first  French  Republic  was  established  by  tacit  consent. 
“The  republic,”  said  Robespierre,  “glided  in  furtively  between  the 
factions.” 

The  most  pressing  question  that  now  confronted  the  Conven¬ 
tion  was  the  defense  of  the  country  against  the  Austrian  and 
Prussian  armies.  On  the  second  of  September,  three  weeks  before 
the  Convention  assembled,  the  Prussians  had  taken  Verdun.  But 
on  September  20,  the  day  before  the  National  Convention  assem¬ 
bled,  the  Prussians  were  checked  at  Valmy;  and  before  the  year 
was  out  the  French  armies  were  evervwhere  victorious.  In 

J 

October  the  Prussians  retreated  into  Germany.  General  Custine 
took  Mainz,  and  soon  the  “left  bank”  (West  bank)  of  the  Rhine 
was  in  the  possession  of  the  French.  More  important  still,  Gen¬ 
eral  Dumouriez  won  a  decisive  victory  against  the  Austrians  at 
Jemappes  on  November  6;  and  before  the  end  of  the  year  1792  the 
French  had  conquered  all  Belgium.  Dumouriez  was  the  hero  of 
the  hour.  The  Convention,  not  content  with  the  conquest  of 
Belgium,  authorized  him  to  cross  the  Rhine  and  conquer  Holland. 

These  victories  made  the  republic  popular  and  inspired  the 
people  with  new  enthusiasm  for  the  Revolution.  The  most 
enthusiastic  began  to  ask,  “Why  not  carry  the  Revolution  into 
other  countries?  Other  people  live  under  the  tyranny  of  kings, 
and  they  too  must  wish  to  be  free.  Why  should  not  the  French 
people  come  to  the  aid  of  the  oppressed  of  all  countries?”  So  on 
November  19,  1792,  the  National  Convention  passed  a  famous 
decree,  known  as  the  Propagandist  Decree.  This  decree,  ad- 
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Execution  of  Louis  XVI,  January  21,  1793 
This  contemporary  engraving  is  in  the  Musee  Carnavalet,  Paris. 

dressed  to  all  the  people  of  Europe  and  translated  into  all 
languages,  announced  that  the  French  armies  would  gladly  come 
to  the  aid  of  any  people  who  wished  to  free  themselves  from  the 
tyranny  of  kings  and  nobles.  Thus  the  National  Convention 
threw  down  the  gage  of  battle  to  all  European  governments.  It 
declared  the  universal  revolution  of  all  peoples  against  all  kings. 

Meantime,  the  Convention  had  to  decide  what  was  to  be  done 
with  the  king,  who  was  still  imprisoned  in  the  Temple.  At  first 
the  majority  of  deputies  were  not  in  favor  of  executing  the  king. 
But  opinion  began  to  change  after  November  20,  when  there 
was  discovered  in  the  Tuileries  an  iron  chest  containing  the  king’s 
secret  papers,  among  which  were  letters  proving  that  the  king  had 
often  written  to  foreign  kings  asking  them  for  military  aid  against 
the  revolutionary  parties  in  France.  Finally  a  vote  was  taken  on 
the  question  of  whether  the  king  should  be  put  to  death.  The 
roll  was  called  and  each  deputy  was  given  a  chance  to  say  why  he 
voted  for  or  against  the  execution  of  the  king.  For  twenty-four 
hours,  amid  intense  excitement,  the  roll-call  went  on.  At  eight 
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o’clock  in  the  evening  of  January  17  the  decision  was  announced: 
for  death,  387;  against  death,  334. 

On  January  21,  1793,  Louis,  descendant  of  kings  who  had  ruled 
in  France  since  987,  was  driven  in  a  carriage  through  crowded 
streets  to  the  guillotine.  Weak  and  petulant  and  always  a  little 
ridiculous  in  life,  he  met  death  with  dignity  and  high  courage. 
The  executioner,  Samson,  wrote  an  account  of  the  king’s  behavior 
on  the  scaffold: 

He  himself  helped  us  to  take  off  his  coat.  He  then  allowed 
himself  to  be  led  to  the  spot  where  he  was  fastened  down,  and 
then  called  out  very  loudly,  “People,  I  die  innocent!”  Then, 
turning  to  us,  he  said,  “Sirs,  I  am  innocent  of  that  of  which  I 
am  accused!  I  hope  my  blood  will  consolidate  the  happiness 
of  all  Frenchmen.”  Then  the  knife  descended,  and  there  were 
a  few  shouts  of  “Long  live  the  nation!” 

How  the  Convention  y/as  threatened  by  foreign  armies  and  in¬ 
ternal  insurrection,  1793.  The  execution  of  Louis  XVI  convinced 
the  kings  of  Europe  that  they  too  were  in  danger.  As  early  as  1790 
a  famous  Englishman,  Edmund  Burke,  had  predicted  in  his  Reflec¬ 
tions  on  the  French  Revolution  that  the  Revolution  in  France 
would  prove  a  menace  to  all  established  governments.  At  that 
time  few  people  agreed  with  him.  But  by  the  beginning  of  1793 
the  prophecies  of  Edmund  Burke  seemed  to  be  coming  true. 
The  National  Convention  had  conquered  Belgium  and  the  left 
bank  of  the  Rhine.  It  had  executed  the  French  king  and  pro¬ 
claimed  a  war  of  all  peoples  against  all  kings.  At  last  the  govern¬ 
ments  of  Europe  were  convinced  that  something  must  be  done  to 
suppress  this  dangerous  revolution.  The  result  was  the  formation 
of  what  is  known  as  the  First  Coalition. 

The  first  of  the  great  powers  to  join  Austria  and  Prussia  in  the 
war  was  England.  The  imprisonment  of  Louis  XVI  had  greatly 
alarmed  the  English.  The  conquest  of  Belgium  alarmed  them  still 
more.  The  execution  of  the  king  horrified  as  well  as  alarmed 
them.  This  event,  said  the  English  minister,  William  Pitt,  is  the 
most  “atrocious  crime  known  in  history.”  Perhaps  he  had  for- 


THE  FRENCH  REVOLUTION 


383 


gotten  the  execution  of  Charles  I  in  London.  On  January  22  the 
English  government  broke  off  all  relations  with  France,  and  on 
February  1  the  National  Convention  declared  war  on  England. 
France  was  then  at  war  with  four  states — Austria,  Prussia,  Eng¬ 
land,  and  Holland.  These  four  were  soon  joined  by  Spain, 
Portugal,  Sweden,  Naples,  and  Sardinia. 

The  object  of  the  First  Coalition,  thus  formed,  was  to  dissolve 
the  National  Convention,  restore  the  monarchy  in  France,  and 
place  on  the  throne  the  young  son  of  Marie  Antoinette.  In  the 
spring  and  summer  of  1793  the  coalition  armies  carried  everything 
before  them.  March  20  the  Austrians  won  the  decisive  battle  of 
Neerwinden  against  General  Dumouriez,  and  followed  up  this 
victory  by  the  conquest  of  Belgium.  In  July  the  Prussians  re¬ 
covered  Mainz  and  the  left  bank  of  the  Rhine.  In  August  the 
English  fleet  took  the  French  seaport  of  Toulon,  and  meantime 
Spanish  armies  crossed  the  Pyrenees  into  southern  France.  Thus 
in  the  summer  of  1793  the  National  Convention  had  to  meet 
invasion  by  the  coalition  armies  on  all  fronts. 

At  the  same  time  the  Convention  was  threatened  by  serious 
internal  insurrections.  In  Normandy,  Brittany,  and  the  south  of 
France  counter-revolutionary  priests  and  nobles  had  organized 
the  people  against  the  revolutionary  government.  They  were  now 
supported  by  many  people  who  had  formerly  supported  the  Revo¬ 
lution.  The  most  important  of  these  were  the  Girondists.  To 
understand  how  the  Girondists  came  to  join  the  counter-revolu¬ 
tionists  we  must  learn  something  about  the  party  conflicts  in  the 
Convention. 

When  the  Convention  first  assembled,  in  September,  1792, 
there  were  three  main  parties  in  it.  First  the  Girondists,  who  had 
been  the  leading  party  in  the  Legislative  Assembly.  They  num¬ 
bered  about  160  deputies,  and  were  led  by  Brissot,  Condorcet,  and 
Roland  in  the  Convention^  and  by  Madame  Roland  outside  of  it. 
The  Girondists  sat  on  the  right.1  Sitting  on  the  left,  high  up  in 

1  The  custom  was,  and  still  is,  for  conservative  parties  to  sit  on  the  right, 
radical  parties  on  the  left,  and  moderate  parties  in  the  center  of  the  assem¬ 
bly  hall. 
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The  painter  David  drew  this  hasty  sketch  as  the  cart  bearing  the  queen  passed 
along  the  rue  Saint-Honore.  Before  leaving  the  prison,  the  queen's  hair  had 
been  cut  short,  and  her  hands  bound  behind  her. 

the  back,  were  about  fifty  deputies  (twenty-five  of  whom  came 
from  Paris)  who  were  known  as  “the  Mountain/’  or  the  Jacobin, 
party.  The  chief  leaders  of  the  Jacobins  were  Robespierre,  Marat, 
and  Danton.  A  third  party,  the  largest  of  all,  sat  in  the  center. 
It  was  called  “the  Plain”  or  “the  Marsh.”  It  was  strong  in 
numbers  but  uncertain  in  policy,  and  was  led  by  Barere — an  able 
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man,  devoted  to  the  Revolution,  but  a  clever  politician,  prepared 
to  support  whatever  policy  seemed  most  expedient. 

For  nearly  nine  months  the  Convention  was  distracted  by  a 
bitter  conflict  between  Girondists  and  Jacobins.  The  Jacobins 
were  at  first  weak  in  numbers,  but  they  knew  what  they  wanted, 
and  they  had  the  powerful  support  of  the  people  of  Paris  who,  in 
cafes,  in  the  streets,  and  in  the  gallery  of  the  Convention  ap¬ 
plauded  their  own  deputies  and  intimidated  the  Girondists.  It 
was  the  Jacobins,  backed  by  the  people  of  Paris,  that  forced  the 
execution  of  the  king.  Afterwards  they  charged  the  Girondists 
with  “royalism/7  because  many  of  the  Girondists  voted  against  the 
execution  of  the  king.  When  General  Dumouriez,  who  was  a 
Girondist,  lost  the  Battle  of  Neerwinden,  the  Jacobins  charged  the 
Girondists  with  the  military  failures.  The  bitter  conflict  reached 
a  crisis  on  May  31,  when  an  insurrection  was  organized  in  Paris 
against  the  Girondists.  The  following  day  the  Tuileries,  where  the 
Convention  was  sitting,  were  surrounded  by  municipal  troops 
under  General  Hanriot.  The  deputies  wandered  about  the 
Tuileries  gardens  seeking  an  exit,  but  every  gate  was  guarded. 
Yielding  to  force,  the  Convention,  on  June  2,  voted  to  expel 
twenty-two  of  the  leading  Girondist  deputies.  From  this  time  on 
the  Convention  was  dominated  by  the  Jacobins. 

The  forcible  intervention  in  the  deliberations  of  the  Convention 
by  the  city  of  Paris  was  deeply  resented  throughout  France,  but 
especially  so  in  the  south,  where  many  of  the  Girondist  deputies 
came  from.  More  than  half  of  the  local  governments  protested 
against  the  expulsion  of  the  Girondists,  and  some  of  the  Girondist 
deputies  escaped  to  their  homes  in  the  south  of  France  and  organ¬ 
ized  an  armed  resistance  to  the  Convention  and  the  Jacobins  who 
now  controlled  it.  By  the  middle  of  July  the  cities  of  Marseille, 
Bordeaux,  and  Lyon  had  joined  the  counter-revolutionists.  Thus 
in  the  summer  of  1793  the  Convention  was  confronted  by  the 
double  danger  of  invasion  from  without  and  widespread  insurrec¬ 
tion  from  within.  It  was  this  double  danger  that  resulted  in  what 
is  called  the  “Reign  of  Terror.77  We  must  now  study  the  meas¬ 
ures  adopted  by  the  Jacobins  to  defend  the  Revolution. 
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How  the  Jacobins  saved  the  Revolution  by  means  of  the  Terror, 
1793-1794.  In  June,  1793,  the  Convention  adopted  a  republican 
constitution.  It  was  approved  by  popular  vote,  and  formally  pro¬ 
claimed  on  August  10,  1793.  It  is  known  as  the  “Constitution  of 
the  first  French  Republic,”  but  it  was  never  in  fact  put  into  force. 
In  October,  1793,  the  Convention  declared  that  “the  provisional 
government  of  France  is  revolutionary  until  the  peace.” 

This  revolutionary  government,  known  as  the  government  of  the 
Terror,  was  directed  by  a  Committee  of  Safety  appointed  by  the 
Convention  and  responsible  to  it.  Its  decrees  were  approved  by 
the  Convention  and  carried  out  by  appointed  officials  in  the  prov¬ 
inces,  known  as  “deputies  on  mission”  or  “national  agents.”  In 
each  district  there  was  a  revolutionary  committee  of  local  patriots 
whose  business  it  was  to  keep  a  list  of  all  inhabitants  who  were 
suspected  of  being  unfriendly  to  the  Jacobin  government. 

To  suppress  all  opposition,  the  famous  Law  of  Suspects  was 
passed  (September,  1793).  Suspects  were  defined  as  all  those 
who  “by  their  conduct,  their  relations,  their  remarks  or  their 
writings  show  themselves  as  partisans  of  tyranny  ...  or  enemies  of 
liberty To  deal  with  suspects  a  Revolutionary  Tribunal  was 
created.  Between  March,  1793,  and  July,  1794,  the  Tribunal  tried 
and  condemned  to  death  about  2600  persons.  Many  of  these  were 
enemies  of  the  Revolution  in  all  its  forms.  Such  was  Marie 
Antoinette.  Some  had  been  good  revolutionists,  but  had  turned 
against  the  Jacobins.  Such  was  Madame  Roland.  Some  had  been 
good  Jacobins  but  had  incurred  the  enmity  of  the  Committee  of 
Safety.  Such  was  Danton.  Some  there  were  who  never  meddled 
in  politics,  but  were  unfortunate  enough  to  be  denounced  by  a 
malicious  neighbor.  Innocent  or  guilty,  they  were  herded  into 
prisons,  from  the  prisons  brought  before  the  Tribunal,  and  from 
the  Tribunal  carried  in  tumbrils  through  crowded  streets  to  the 
scaffold.  During  the  Terror  the  guillotine  stood  on  the  square 
formerly  known  as  the  Place  Louis  XV,  then  known  as  the  Place 
de  la  Revolution.  Here  hundreds  of  people  were  sacrificed  in  the 
name  of  liberty.  The  square  is  now  called  the  Place  de  la 
Concorde. 
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The  chief  task  of  the  Terror  government  was  to  build  up  an 
army  adequate  to  suppress  internal  insurrections  and  to  repel  the 
armies  of  the  Coalition.  For  this  purpose  the  law  known  as  the 
Levee  en  Masse  was  enacted.  It  declared  that  “until  foreign 
armies  shall  have  been  driven  from  the  soil  of  the  republic,  all 
Frenchmen  are  in  permanent  requisition  for  the  service  of  the 
armies/'  This  act  provided  soldiers  enough;  but  it  was  easier  to 
obtain  soldiers  than  to  equip  them,  and  easier  to  equip  them  than 
to  plan  victorious  campaigns.  Fortunately  for  the  Jacobins  the 
man  for  the  task  was  found— Lazare  Carnot.  Carnot  was  an 
honest  man,  a  tireless  worker,  and  an  able  administrator.  Under 
his  direction  the  armies  were  equipped  and  disciplined,  able 
officers  were  appointed,  and  for  the  first  time  the  operations  of  the 
several  armies  were  directed  as  parts  of  one  great  campaign  of 
national  defense. 

Internal  insurrections  were  ruthlessly  suppressed.  In  October 
the  citv  of  Lyon  surrendered,  and  about  four  thousand  of  its 
inhabitants  were  either  shot  or  drowned  in  the  river.  Other  re¬ 
bellious  cities  hastened  to  make  their  peace  and  were  more 
leniently  treated.  Before  the  year  was  out,  insurrections  were  for 
the  most  part  at  an  end.  Meantime,  foreign  armies  were  gradually 
pushed  out  of  French  territory,  and  during  the  next  year  the 
French  again  made  conquests  beyond  the  frontier.  In  June,  1794, 
General  Jourdan  won  the  Battle  of  Fleurus,  which  forced  the 
1  Austrians  out  of  Belgium.  General  Pichegru  followed  up  this 
decisive  victory  by  crossing  the  Rhine,  and  by  February,  1795,  the 
French  were  masters  of  Holland  as  well  as  of  Belgium.  In  this 
year  also  the  left  bank  of  the  Rhine  was  again  conquered,  and  the 
Spanish  forces  were  driven  across  the  Pyrenees.  In  April,  1795, 
the  Prussians  made  peace  with  France,  recognizing  the  Rhine  as 
the  French  frontier.  In  July  peace  was  made  with  Spain.  The 
First  Coalition  was  thus  broken,  and  the  National  Convention  had 
achieved  the  dream  of  every  French  government  since  the  time  of 
Richelieu.  It  had  conquered  for  France  her  “natural  frontiers”— 
the  Rhine,  the  Alps,  the  Pyrenees.  More  important,  it  had  de¬ 
fended  the  Revolution  against  all  Europe. 
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How  the  Jacobins,  after  having  saved  the  revolution,  destroyed 
themselves,  1 794.  The  danger  from  the  coalition  was  not  yet  over 

before  violent  factional  conflicts 
arose  within  the  Convention.  In 
these  conflicts  three  men  stand  out 
as  leaders— Hebert,  Danton,  and 
Robespierre.  Hebert  was  a  scur¬ 
rilous  writer  who  every  day  filled  his 
newspaper,  the  Pere  Duchesne,  with 
bloodthirsty  denunciations  of  the 
"enemies  of  the  Revolution’’ — that 
is,  those  whom  Hebert  disliked.  He 
was  popular  in  Paris,  where  his 
paper  was  eagerly  read,  and  for  this 
reason  he  was  influential  with  the 
city  government.  In  March,  1794, 
Hebert  tried  to  stir  up  an  insurrec¬ 
tion  in  Paris  in  order  to  intimidate 
the  Convention  and  gain  control  of 
the  Committee  of  Safety.  Paris  re¬ 
fused  to  support  him,  the  insurrec¬ 
tion  fizzled  out,  and  on  March  24 
Hebert  and  some  of  his  followers 
were  condemned  to  death. 

With  Hebert  disposed  of,  the  Committee  turned  on  Danton. 
Danton  was  one  of  the  outstanding  figures  of  the  Revolution.  He 
was  a  coarse,  passionate  man,  a  powerful  orator,  and  a  leader  of 
great  practical  sense  and  effectiveness  in  time  of  crisis.  In  defend¬ 
ing  himself  at  his  trial,  he  boasted:  “I  made  the  insurrection  of 
August  10”  (1792).  It  was  more  or  less  true,  and  from  that  day 
until  July,  1793,  he  was  the  most  influential  man  in  the  Conven¬ 
tion  and  on  the  Committee  of  Safety.  He  deplored  the  futile 
conflict  between  Jacobins  and  Girondists,  disliked  Robespierre 
("The  man  has  not  sense  enough  to  cook  an  egg,”  he  said),  and 
had  little  sympathy  with  the  frenzied  state  of  mind  that  brought 
to  the  guillotine  so  many  men  whose  only  crime  was  that  they  had 
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Danton  (1759-1794) 

A  powerful  orator,  Danton  was  a 
leader  in  the  insurrection  of  Au¬ 
gust  10,  1792,  by  which  the  king 
was  deposed,  and  also  in  organ¬ 
izing  national  defense  in  1792- 
1793.  From  a  contemporary 
portrait  in  the  Musee  Carnavalet. 
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incurred  the  suspicion  of  super-patriots.  In  July,  1793,  he  was 
dropped  from  the  Committee  of  Safety,  and  from  that  time  his 
;  influence  waned,  while  that  of  Robespierre  increased. 

One  day  in  January,  1794,  a  delegation  of  weeping  women  came 
to  the  Convention  begging  the  release  of  their  relatives  from 
prison.  At  that  time  the  danger  from  the  Coalition  armies  was 
largely  over,  and  many  people  felt,  therefore,  that  the  time  had 
come  to  relax  the  severity  of  the  Terror.  Danton  was  one  of  them. 
“I  had  rather  be  guillotined/'  he  said  on  one  occasion,  “than 
guillotine  others.”  When  Danton  lifted  his  powerful  voice  in 
favor  of  mercy,  the  Committee  became  alarmed,  as  well  it  might. 
If  public  opinion  turned  against  the  Terror,  those  who  were  chiefly 
responsible  for  it  would  be  the  first  victims.  None  knew  this 
better  than  Robespierre  and  his  friends.  To  save  themselves  they 
j'  charged  Danton  with  being  concerned  in  a  Royalist  plot  to  restore 
the  monarchy.  Danton  made  no  serious  effort  to  save  himself. 

!  Advised  by  a  friend  to  escape  from  France,  he  made  the  famous 
reply:  “Does  a  man  carry  his  country  away  with  him  on  the  soles 
of  his  shoes?”  Early  in  April,  1794,  he  was  brought  to  trial  and 
condemned  to  death.  He  was  proud  and  contemptuous  to  the 
j  last.  Passing  Robespierre's  house  on  the  way  to  the  guillotine,  he 
stood  in  the  tumbril  and  shouted:  “Base  Robespierre!  The  scaf¬ 
fold  claims  you  too.  You  will  follow  me.” 

The  prophecy  proved  a  true  one;  but  for  three  months  Robes¬ 
pierre  was  the  outstanding  figure  in  the  Convention  and  on  the 
Committee  of  Safety.  Robespierre  was  an  austere  and  fastidious 
man,  secretive  and  self-contained.  Few  people  liked  him,  but 
many  admired  him,  and  the  mass  of  the  people  had  confidence  in 
his  integrity  and  patriotism.  He  was  known  as  “the  Incor¬ 
ruptible.”  Besides,  his  long-winded  speeches  were  filled  with 
phrases  about  liberty,  humanity,  virtue— phrases  which  people 
liked  to  hear.  These  phrases  he  voiced  with  a  fervor  and  solem¬ 
nity  which  made  people  think  of  the  Revolution  as  something 
sacred— something  for  which  life  itself  was  a  small  sacrifice. 

Robespierre  is  something  of  an  enigma.  Some  writers  maintain 
that  he  was  a  sincere  patriot  and  humanitarian  who  suffered 
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martyrdom  in  the  vain  effort  to  bring  about  a  social  revolution  in 
behalf  of  the  mass  of  the  people.  Others  maintain  that  he  was  no 
more  than  a  sinister  intriguer  who  crushed  his  enemies  in  order  to 
gratify  his  love  of  power.  Perhaps  he  was  a  little  of  both,  since 
good  and  evil  are  strangely  blended  in  the  human  heart.  We  may 
think  of  him  as  a  sincere  fanatic  who  believed  that  the  Revolution 
was  destined  to  regenerate  France,  and  all  mankind,  by  making  all 
men  virtuous.  But  perhaps  he  was  also,  without  knowing  it,  a 
vain  and  ambitious  man  who  convinced  himself  that  he  and  his 
devoted  followers  were  the  only  virtuous  ones.  The  Revolution 
would  therefore,  in  his  opinion,  be  a  failure  unless  these  virtuous 
ones  gained  control  and  used  their  power  to  destroy  the  immoral 
and  the  corrupt.  It  was  apparently  Robespierre’s  idea  that  the 
Terror,  which  had  been  organized  to  defend  the  Revolution 
against  foreign  enemies,  should  be  continued  in  order  to  establish 
in  France  a  “Reign  of  Virtue.”  “Without  Terror,”  he  said, 
“Virtue  is  helpless.” 

Chief  among  the  virtues  was  hatred  of  enemies  of  the  Revolu¬ 
tion,  and  chief  among  enemies  of  the  Revolution  was  the 
Catholic  Church.  During  the  Terror  fervent  revolutionists  there¬ 
fore  conceived  the  idea  that  the  Catholic  Church  must  be  abol¬ 
ished  and  Christianity  itself  destroyed.  In  Paris  and  many  other 
places  churches  were  closed  and  the  Christian  religion  denounced 
as  a  degrading  and  unpatriotic  superstition.  That  people  might 
the  more  easily  forget  the  Christian  religion  a  new  calendar  was 
adopted  (November,  1793).  The  Year  I  was  to  begin  with  the 
establishment  of  the  republic,  September  22,  1792.  New  names 
were  given  to  the  months,  Vendemiaire  (Sept.  22-Oct.  21)  being 
the  first  month;  and  each  month  was  divided  into  three  periods 
of  ten  days  each,  thus  abolishing  the  Christian  Sunday.  Using 
this  calendar  every  day,  the  people  would  be  constantly  reminded 
of  the  Revolution  and  of  the  new  era  of  human  happiness  which 
it  had  ushered  in. 

But  the  Jacobins  were  not  content  with  abolishing  the  old 
religion.  They  wished  to  replace  it  with  a  new  one— a  religion  of 
patriotism.  The  new  religion,  like  the  old,  would  have  its  dogmas, 
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Festival  to  the  Supreme  Being 

A  drawing  by  a  contemporary  artist  shows  us  the  setting  of  Robespierre’s 

attempt  to  inaugurate  a  new  religion. 

its  saints,  its  form  of  worship.  Its  dogmas  would  be  the  principles 
of  the  Revolution— “Liberty,  Equality,  Fraternity/'  Its  saints 
would  be  the  great  men  who  had  formulated  the  creed  of  the 
Revolution  and  those  who  had  suffered  martyrdom  in  its  defense. 
Its  worship  would  take  the  form  of  public  festivals  celebrating 
great  events  of  the  Revolution  or  ideas  on  which  it  was  based. 

Of  all  the  Jacobins,  none  was  more  interested  in  establishing  the 
new  religion  than  Robespierre;  and  his  ideas  on  the  matter  were 
embodied  in  a  decree  of  the  Convention  establishing  the  Worship 
of  the  Supreme  Being  (May  7,  1794).  This  decree  declared  that 
the  French  people  recognized  the  existence  of  the  Supreme  Being 
and  the  immortality  of  the  soul.  It  declared  that  the  chief  duties 
of  man  were  “to  detest  bad  faith  and  tyranny,  to  punish  tyrants 
and  traitors,  to  relieve  the  unfortunate,  ...  to  defend  the  op¬ 
pressed.”  That  the  people  might  associate  this  new  faith  with  the 
Revolution,  it  was  decreed  that  every  year  there  should  be  held 
four  great  festivals  to  celebrate  the  four  great  events  of  the  Revo¬ 
lution.  These  great  events  were  the  taking  of  the  Bastille,  July  14, 
1789;  the  deposition  of  the  king,  August  10,  1792;  the  execution 
of  the  king,  January  21,  1793;  and  the  insurrection,  May  31,  1793, 
that  led  to  the  fall  of  the  Girondists. 

The  new  religion  was  solemnly  inaugurated  on  June  8,  1794. 
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The  members  of  the  Convention,  together  with  a  great  crowd  of 
people,  assembled  in  front  of  the  Tuileries.  Presently  Robespierre 
appeared,  dressed  in  a  violet  coat  and  carrying  a  bouquet  of 
flowers.  Mounting  a  platform,  he  delivered  a  long  oration  on 
religion  as  the  necessary  foundation  of  good  government.  Then 
he  led  the  people  in  procession  to  the  Tuileries  gardens,  where  a 
group  of  wooden  statues  had  been  erected.  The  statues  repre¬ 
sented  Atheism  surrounded  by  Vice  and  Folly,  and  Wisdom 
threatening  them  with  destruction.  To  complete  the  allegory 
Robespierre  set  a  torch  to  the  statues  of  Atheism,  Vice,  and  Folly. 
Unfortunately,  the  wood  was  not  very  dry,  and  instead  of  burning 
cleanly  it  made  a  great  smoke,  so  that  in  the  end  Wisdom  herself, 
although  emerging  triumphant,  was  seen  to  be  all  smudged  and 
blackened.  It  was  a  bad  omen.  Worse  than  that,  it  was  ridicu¬ 
lous,  and  made  the  people  laugh  at  the  moment  when  they  were 
expected  to  be  most  impressed. 

After  the  establishment  of  the  new  religion  of  liberty  and 
humanity,  the  Terror  reached  its  height.  The  Revolutionary 
Tribunal  was  reorganized,  and  the  judges  were  given  a  freer  hand 
in  the  trial  and  condemnation  of  suspects.  Prisons  were  filled  to 
overflowing.  People  were  tried,  condemned,  and  guillotined  in 
batches.  During  the  forty-nine  days  following  June  10,  1794,  there 
were  about  1376  executions — more  than  during  the  thirteen 
months  preceding. 

Such  methods  of  introducing  the  Reign  of  Virtue  which  Robes¬ 
pierre  had  dreamed  of  did  not  succeed.  People  were  easily  bored 
by  the  new  religion  and  revolted  by  the  bloodshed  apparently 
required  to  establish  it.  Since  no  one  was  any  longer  safe,  the 
Convention  became  restive  under  the  increasing  domination  of 
the  Committee  of  Safety;  and  since  Robespierre  was  the  out¬ 
standing  figure  on  the  Committee,  various  groups  in  the  Conven¬ 
tion  united  to  destroy  him.  The  crisis  came  on  July  27.  Robes¬ 
pierre  was  slated  to  make  a  speech;  but  the  Convention  for  the 
first  time  would  not  listen  to  him.  When  he  tried  to  make 
himself  heard,  someone  shouted,  “The  blood  of  Danton  chokes 
him!-’  In  a  terrific  uproar,  amid  cries  of  “Down  with  the  tyrant!" 
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Arrest  of  Robespierre,  July  27,  1794 
A  soldier  is  disarming  the  revolutionary  leader,  who  has  a  pistol  in  his  right 
hand.  From  a  drawing  by  Barbier,  engraved  and  published  in  1796. 

the  Convention  decreed  the  arrest  of  Robespierre  and  four  of  his 
most  loyal  followers.  They  were  tried  and  guillotined  the  next 
day,  July  28,  1794.  This  was  the  end  of  the  Terror. 

How  the  Revolution  came  to  an  end,  October  26,  1795.  The  men 
who  destroyed  Robespierre  had  no  intention  of  ending  the  Terror, 
but  much  to  their  surprise  they  found  that  in  destroying  Robes¬ 
pierre  they  had  undermined  their  own  power.  Public  opinion 
turned  strongly  against  the  Committee  of  Safety,  the  Revolution¬ 
ary  Tribunal,  and  the  men  who  had  been  chiefly  responsible  for 
their  activities.  The  Convention  gradually  yielded  to  this  change 
of  opinion.  The  Committee  of  Safety  was  deprived  of  its  former 
powers,  the  Tribunal  was  transformed  into  an  ordinary  court,  the 
Girondists  who  had  been  expelled  were  recalled.  The  chief  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  old  Committee  of  Safety— Barere,  Collot  d’Herbois, 
Billaud-Varenne— became  every  day  more  unpopular,  and  at  last 
were  tried  and  banished. 

Public  opinion  not  only  turned  against  the  Terror,  it  turned 
against  the  democratic  republic  also,  since  the  democratic  republic 
was  associated  with  the  Terror.  The  Convention  therefore  drafted 
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a  new  constitution,  more  moderate  and  conservative  than  that  of 
1793.  This  was  the  Constitution  of  1795,  known  as  the  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  Directory,  under  which  France  was  governed  until 
Napoleon  assumed  power  in  1799.  The  new  constitution  provided 
for  an  executive  board  of  five  “directors/'  and  two  legislative 
chambers  called  the  Council  of  Ancients  and  the  Council  of  Five 
Hundred.  France  was  still  a  republic,  but  not  a  democratic 
republic,  since  the  right  to  vote  was  limited  to  people  with  a  cer¬ 
tain  amount  of  property. 

Having  prepared  the  way  for  a  new  government,  the  work  of  the 
National  Convention  was  done.  For  three  years  it  had  governed 
France.  It  had  maintained  the  Revolution  against  its  enemies— 
enemies  from  without  and  enemies  from  within.  But  in  order  to 
accomplish  this  it  had  resorted  to  such  ruthless  methods  of  terror 
and  bloodshed  that  the  people  were  exhausted,  disillusioned,  and 
still  divided  by  furious  hatreds.  October  26,  1795,  the  great  revo¬ 
lutionary  assembly  met  for  the  last  time.  At  two  o’clock  it  passed 
its  last  decree:  “The  National  Convention  declares  its  mission 
fulfilled  and  its  sessions  closed."  A  deputy  asked:  “What  time  is 
it?"  From  across  the  benches  a  solemn  voice  replied:  “The  hour 
of  Justice." 

Justice  has  had  many  hours.  Perhaps  this  was  one  of  them. 


Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 


1. 


; 


What  was  the  Estates  General?  How  did  it  differ  from  the 
English  Parliament?  Why  was  it  assembled  in  1789?  What 
did  the  people  expect  it  to  do?  Why  did  the  three  estates 
quarrel  over  the  method  of  casting  their  votes?  How  was  the 
Estates  General  changed  into  a  National  Assembly? 

Describe  the  uprising  which  resulted  in  the  taking  of  the 
Bastille,  July  14.  Why  was  this  event  important? 

What  events  led  up  to  the  famous  “night  of  August  4"? 
What  did  the  National  Assembly  do  on  that  night?  How  did 
the  events  of  that  night  change  the  character  of  the  Revo¬ 
lution? 

What  were  the  chief  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  1791? 
How  did  it  change  the  government  of  France?  Compare  the 
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Declaration  of  Rights  with  the  American  Declaration  of  In¬ 
dependence. 

5.  To  what  extent  did  the  National  Assembly  abolish  social  and 
economic  privileges?  How  did  the  peasants  benefit? 

6.  What  laws  were  passed  affecting  the  property  and  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Catholic  Church?  Why  did  these  laws  make  many 
people  “counter-revolutionists”? 

7.  Write  one  sentence  (not  too  long)  stating  in  general  terms 
the  changes  in  French  government  and  society  made  by  the 
National  Assembly  between  1789  and  1791. 

8.  How  did  the  Revolution  change  in  character  after  1791? 
What  were  the  aims  of  the  counter-revolutionists?  Who  were 
the  Girondists,  and  why  did  they  favor  a  war  with  Austria  in 
1792?  What  was  the  first  result  of  this  war?  Tell  what  took 
place  during  the  insurrection  of  August  10,  1792. 

9.  Why  was  the  National  Convention  elected?  When  did  it 
meet?  When  and  how  was  monarchy  abolished?  What 
charges  were  brought  against  the  king?  What  was  the  “Propa¬ 
gandist  Decree”?  What  effect  did  these  actions  of  the  Con¬ 
vention  have  on  the  attitude  of  foreign  governments  towards 
the  revolution?  What  was  the  First  Coalition,  and  what  were 
its  aims?  What  success  did  its  armies  achieve  in  the  spring 
and  summer  of  1793? 

10.  Why  was  the  situation  of  the  Convention  desperate  in  the 
summer  of  1793?  How  did  it  organize  the  government  of  the 
Terror?  How  did  it  deal  with  persons  suspected  of  being 
enemies  of  the  Revolution?  Who  were  the  Jacobins,  and  how 
did  they  triumph  over  the  Girondists?  How  were  armies 
raised  and  organized  in  1793?  What  were  the  decisive  vic¬ 
tories  against  the  First  Coalition? 

11.  Tell  all  you  can  about  Danton  and  Robespierre.  How  did  the 
Jacobins  try  to  destroy  the  Catholic  Church  and  the  Christian 
religion?  What  new  religion  was  established  in  France  in 
1794?  Why  did  Robespierre  think  it  necessary  to  continue 
the  Terror  after  foreign  armies  had  been  driven  out  of  France? 
How  did  the  Terror  come  to  an  end? 

12.  Why  was  the  French  Revolution  one  of  the  most  important 
events  in  modern  times?  What  fundamental  changes  did  it 
bring  about  in  form  of  government?  In  the  rights  of  citizens? 


THE  FRENCH  REVOLUTION 


397 


“right”  and 
parties 

levee  en  masse 

guillotine 

Vendemiaire 

Directory 

coalition 


left 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Learn  the  meaning  of  any  of  the  following  words  or  terms 

which  are  unfamiliar  to  you. 
cahier  counter-revolution 

deputy  Girondist 

Bastille  Jacobin 

seigneur  Brunswick  Manifesto 

department  emigre 

civil  constitution  provisory 

of  the  clergy  “left  bank” 

2.  Make  a  time  chart  of  the  French  Revolution  which  will  indi¬ 
cate  the  changes  in  government,  the  principal  events,  and  the 
dates.  Then  learn  the  order  of  events  and  dates  thoroughly. 

3.  Several  forms  of  government  were  tried  during  the  Revolu¬ 
tion.  Write  a  description  of  each  in  your  notebook,  and  tell 
why  each  one  failed. 

4.  Let  the  class  pretend  to  be  the  Convention.  As  the  roll  is 
called,  let  each  member  vote  for  or  against  the  execution  of  the 
king  and  give  his  reasons  for  voting  as  he  does. 

5.  In  order  to  know  just  what  people  gained  from  the  Revolu¬ 
tion,  make  a  list  of  the  political  rights  and  economic  advan¬ 
tages  that  a  peasant  or  a  shopkeeper  had  in  1795  which  he  did 
not  have  in  1789. 

6.  You  have  now  learned  how  one  revolution  actually  happened. 
Write  a  careful  statement  of  what  you  think  the  term  “revo¬ 
lution”  means. 

7.  On  your  classroom  map  of  Europe  or  on  a  reference  map 
point  out  the  cities  and  territories,  such  as  Valmy  and  Lor¬ 
raine,  where  decisive  events  of  the  Revolution  occurred. 
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NAPOLEON  BONAPARTE 

HOW  HE  SET  FRANCE  RIGHT  SIDE  UP  AND  TURNED 

EUROPE  UPSIDE  DOWN 

Power  is  never  ridiculous.  Napoleon 


Was  Napoleon  a  great  man?  Most  writers,  even  if  they  do  not 
admire  him,  concede  that  Napoleon  was  one  of  the  few  supremely 
great  men  of  history;  but  Mr.  H.  G.  Wells  says  that, 

The  figure  he  makes  in  history  is  one  of  almost  incredible  self- 
conceit,  of  vanity,  of  greed  and  cunning,  of  callous  contempt  of 
all  who  trusted  him,  and  of  a  grandiose  aping  of  Caesar,  Alex¬ 
ander,  and  Charlemagne  which  would  be  purely  comic  if  it  were 
not  caked  over  with  human  blood. 

That  is  a  vigorous  estimate  of  Napoleon,  to  say  the  least.  And 
there  is  much  truth  in  it.  Napoleon  was  not  a  lovable  man — 
perhaps  not  strictly  an  admirable  one.  He  seems  never  to  have 
doubted  that  what  he  wanted  was  the  thing  that  ought  to  be  done. 
'Tower  is  never  ridiculous/’  he  said.  To  obtain  power  for  himself 
he  scrupled  at  nothing— no  conduct  was  too  cruel  or  ruthless,  no 
sacrifice  of  men’s  lives  too  great,  if  thereby  he  could  gain  his  ends. 
"When  a  king  is  said  to  have  been  kind,  the  reign  is  a  failure,”  is 
one  of  his  epigrams.  He  also  said  that  -“men  are  like  figures, 
which  only  acquire  value  in  virtue  of  their  position.”  He  thought 
of  men  as  "figures,”  as  things  to  be  arranged,  to  be  given  positions, 
to  be  played  with  like  chessmen.  This  was  indeed  his  great  weak¬ 
ness.  He  could  never  understand  that  people  are  not  things,  and 
cannot  to  any  good  purpose  or  lasting  advantage  be  treated  as 
objects  to  be  played  with. 
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Perhaps  this  is  why  he  lost  the  game  in  the  end.  But  while 
the  game  lasted  he  was,  if  not  a  great  man,  at  least  a  great  player. 
Like  him  or  not,  we  cannot  ignore  him,  because  the  people  of  his 
time  could  not  ignore  him.  From  1799  to  1815  he  was  the  central 
figure,  admired,  feared,  and  wondered  at  by  all  the  kings,  states¬ 
men,  and  peoples  of  Europe.  Great  or  not,  Napoleon  was  the 
most  striking  and  influential  personality  of  modern  times. 

We  must  therefore  know  (1)  what  Napoleon  did  in  France; 
( 2 )  what  he  did  and  what  he  tried  to  do  in  Europe;  and  ( 3 )  why 
Europe  objected  to  him  and  at  last  sent  him  off  to  St.  Helena. 

I.  What  Napoleon  Did  in  France 

How  Bonaparte  made  a  name  for  himself,  1796-1799.  October 
4,  1795,  the  day  after  a  certain  uprising  against  the  Directory 
government  had  been  “snuffed  out  with  a  whiff  of  grapeshot,” 
word  went  round  that  this  was  the  work  of  young  Bonaparte. 
“Yes,  but  who  is  this  fellow  Bonaparte?”  people  asked.  No  one 
seemed  to  know. 

In  1795  Napoleon  Bonaparte  was  twenty-six  years  old.  Born  in 
Corsica,  of  obscure  parents,  he  had  had  little  education  or  experi¬ 
ence,  although  he  had  read  much  in  military  science  and  military 
history.  Tremendously  ambitious,  and  with  unlimited  confidence 
in  himself,  he  was  waiting  for  an  opportunity  to  make  himself 
known.  Fie  looked  at  this  time  both  younger  and  older  than  he 
wa;s— a  very  slight,  slender,  wiry  youth,  with  a  large  head,  long 
straight  black  hair,  deep-set  somber  cold  gray  eyes,  thin  and  sharp 
but  finely  molded  features.  A  striking  face  it  was,  not  easily  for¬ 
gotten,  as  clear  cut  as  if  made  to  be  stamped  on  coins  and  medal¬ 
lions. 

In  1796  France  was  still  at  war  with  Austria,  and  Bonaparte  was 
appointed  by  the  Directory  government  to  take  charge  of  the 
armies  in  Italy.  Massena,  Berthier,  and  Augereau— all  older,  expe¬ 
rienced,  and  famous— did  not  like  the  idea.  They  decided  they 
would  ignore  the  young  upstart.  On  April  11,  near  Genoa,  these 
old  generals  had  their  first  interview  with  young  Bonaparte.  The 
new  general  kept  them  waiting.  Then  he  came  quietly  into  the 
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room,  in  his  general’s  uniform,  hat  on  head.  “He  began  to  speak 
at  once.  In  a  hard  voice,  in  brief,  precise,  trenchant  phrases,  he 
gave  his  orders,  explained  what  he  proposed  to  do,  and  with  a 
gesture  dismissed  his  subordinates.”  The  generals  said  not  a  word, 
but  saluted  and  went  out.  It  was  not  till  he  was  outside  that 
Augereau  recovered  his  voice.  With  a  loud  oath,  he  said  to 
Massena:  “This  little  runt  of  a  general  frightened  me.  It  is  im¬ 
possible  to  understand  how  he  made  me  feel  that  he  was  the 
master  from  the  moment  he  looked  at  me.” 

Many  men  were  afterwards  to  have  the  same  experience.  There 
was  something  about  Bonaparte,  some  hypnotic  power  in  the  cold 
gray  eyes,  that  enabled  him  to  impose  his  will  on  others.  “His 
eyes,”  said  Cambaceres,  “seem  to  penetrate  your  head.”  The 
old  generals,  Augereau  and  Massena,  could  not  meet  those  eyes. 
They  obeyed  and  were  silent.  They  not  only  obeyed  Bonaparte, 
they  admired  him  and  remained  ever  after  his  devoted  servants. 

It  was  the  same  with  the  soldiers.  This  cold  selfish  egotist 
somehow  managed  to  inspire  them  with  confidence,  and  not  only 
with  confidence  but  also  with  undying  devotion — even  with  affec¬ 
tion.  They  called  him  “Little  Corporal,”  “Bony,”  “The  Little 
One,”  and  other  affectionate  names.  They  followed  him  because 
they  had  confidence  in  him,  and  because  they  knew  he  would  lead 
them  to  “honor,  glory,  riches.” 

The  confidence  of  his  soldiers  was  justified.  In  a  number  of 
brilliant  campaigns  he  defeated  the  Austrians  and  drove  them  out 
of  northern  Italy.  Then  he  crossed  the  Alps  into  southern 
Germany,  where  a  French  army  under  General  Hoche  was  ready 
to  unite  with  him.  Confronted  by  two  armies,  the  Austrians  were 
induced  to  sign  the  Treaty  of  Campo-Formio  (1797).  By  this 
treaty  the  Austrians  recognized  the  Rhine  as  the  French  frontier, 
thus  ceding  Belgium,  and  sanctioned  the  political  changes  which 
Bonaparte  had  already  effected  in  northern  Italy.  The  Italians 
had  welcomed  the  French  as  liberators,  and  under  the  direction  of 
Bonaparte  they  abolished  many  old  inequalities  and  established 
two  small  republics,  both  modeled  upon  that  of  France.  One  of 
these,  comprising  the  territory  around  Genoa,  was  called  the 
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Napoleon  Arranging  the  Treaty  of  Campo-Formio 
This  drawing  by  Le  Thiere  gives  us  a  good  idea  of  what  the  young  Napoleon 

looked  like. 

Ligurian  Republic.  The  other  and  more  important  one,  with 
Milan  as  its  capital,  included  the  greater  part  of  northern  Italy  and 
was  called  the  Cisalpine  Republic.  In  return  for  freeing  the 
Italians  from  Austria  and  giving  them  institutions  similar  to  those 
of  France,  Bonaparte  exacted  heavy  indemnities  and  sent  off  to 
Paris  many  of  their  famous  works  of  art,  some  of  which  may  still 
be  seen  in  the  Louvre.  Although  nominally  independent,  the 
Italians  soon  found  that  they  had  only  exchanged  one  master  for 
another. 

These  victories  made  Bonaparte  famous.  Back  home  in  France 
people  read  of  his  exploits.  They  learned  that  he  had  ended  the 
war,  acquired  the  Austrian  province  of  Belgium,  and  made 
northern  Italy  virtually  a  French  dependency.  Meantime  the 
glorious  war  brought  indemnities  into  the  treasury,  and  the  soldiers 
were  sending  to  their  relatives  in  France  gold  and  silver,  which 
were  much  better  than  the  nearly  worthless  paper  money  issued 
by  the  government.  People  were  amazed,  but  also  delighted. 

How  Bonaparte  became  master  of  France,  1799.  At  the  request 
of  the  Directory  government  Bonaparte  returned  to  Paris,  where 
he  received  an  ovation.  But  he  did  not  wish  to  remain  in  Paris. 
Pie  felt  that  his  sword  would  “grow  rusty.”  He  therefore  proposed 
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to  make  a  conquest  of  Egypt,  as  an  effective  way  of  interfering 
with  British  interests  in  the  Mediterranean.  The  Directory  gov¬ 
ernment  had  little  faith  in  the  venture;  but  it  was  so  alarmed  at 
the  popularity  of  Bonaparte  that  it  was  glad  to  get  rid  of  him  on 
any  terms.  With  an  army  and  a  fleet  Bonaparte  arrived  in 
Alexandria  in  July,  1798.  Egypt  was  soon  conquered.  But  in 
August  the  British  Admiral  Nelson  destroyed  the  French  fleet  at 
the  Battle  of  the  Nile,  leaving  Bonaparte  and  his  army  virtually 
imprisoned  in  the  country  they  had  conquered. 

Meantime,  European  powers,  alarmed  by  French  control  of 
northern  Italy  and  the  conquest  of  Egypt,  organized  a  new  coali¬ 
tion,  known  as  the  Second  Coalition.  In  1799  the  coalition  armies 
recovered  northern  Italy,  and  from  Holland  and  Switzerland 
threatened  to  invade  France  once  more,  as  they  had  done  in  1793. 
Here  was  an  opportunity  for  Bonaparte  to  win  new  laurels— if  he 
could  get  back  to  France.  Leaving  his  army  in  Egypt,  he  managed 
by  happy  chance  to  avoid  capture  by  the  British  and  arrived  in 
France  in  October,  1799.  When  thev  learned  of  his  safe  arrival, 
people  were  wild  with  joy.  “In  the  theaters  the  performances 
were  interrupted  by  cheers  and  patriotic  songs;  elsewhere  crowds 
gathered,  and  people  embraced  each  other,  weeping  with  joy  and 
enthusiasm.” 

Unfortunately  for  Bonaparte,  France  was  half  saved  before  he 
returned,  by  the  French  victory  at  the  Battle  of  Zurich.  But  in 
spite  of  that  victory  the  Directory,  which  was  now  so  corrupt  and 
so  inefficient  that  it  had  few  friends  and  many  enemies,  was  easily 
overthrown.  We  are  not  to  suppose  that  Bonaparte  was  the  only 
one  who  was  conspiring  to  overthrow  the  old  government.  The 
Jacobins  were  plotting  to  establish  a  democratic  republic  like  that 
of  1793.  Royalists  were  plotting  to  restore  the  Bourbon  monarchy. 
Even  within  the  government  itself  there  was  a  party,  led  by  the 
Abbe  Sieyes,  laying  schemes  for  a  “revision  of  the  constitution.” 
What  Sieyes  needed  to  carry  through  his  scheme  was  the  support 
of  a  popular  military,  leader.  When  Bonaparte  returned  to  France, 
General  Moreau  said  to  Sieyes,  “There  is  the  man  you  need.” 

Sieyes  and  Bonaparte  were  brought  together  and  a  conspiracy 
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was  soon  hatched.  Sieyes  was  at  that  time  one  of  the  five  directors 
who  constituted  the  executive  branch  of  the  government.  Two 
other  directors,  Ducos  and  Barras,  were  induced  to  join  the  con¬ 
spiracy,  and  some  of  the  members  of  the  two  legislative  bodies 
(Council  of  Ancients  and  Council  of  Five  Hundred)  also  sup¬ 
ported  it— among  them  Bonaparte’s  brother,  Lucien,  who  was 
president  of  the  Council  of  Five  Hundred.  November  9  the  three 
directors  resigned,  the  troops  were  put  under  the  command  of 
Bonaparte,  and  on  the  pretext  of  a  Jacobin  plot,  the  councils  were 
directed  to  meet  next  day  at  Saint-Cloud,  just  outside  of  Paris. 

The  affair  next  day  at  Saint-Cloud  did  not  go  as  smoothly  as 
was  hoped.  There  was  violent  opposition  from  the  Council  of 
Five  Hundred,  but  with  the  aid  of  the  soldiers  the  opposition  was 
suppressed,  the  two  councils  were  dissolved,  and  Bonaparte,  Sieyes, 
and  Ducos  were  appointed  provisional  consuls  to  draw  up  a  new 
constitution.  This  was  the  famous  coup  d’etat  (of  18  Brumaire) 
which  ended  the  Directory  government  and  began  the  rule  of 
Bonaparte  (November  10,  1799).  No  one  knew  what  Bonaparte 
would  do,  but  most  people  felt  he  would  do  better  than  the 
Directory.  This  feeling  was  reflected  in  the  stock  market.  With¬ 
in  a  week  the  price  of  government  bonds  rose  from  seven  points 
to  twenty. 

How  Bonaparte  established  a  new  government  which  pretended 
to  be  a  republic  but  was  really  a  dictatorship,  1799-1804.  Bona¬ 
parte  had  no  faith  in  popular  government,  but  he  did  not  feel 
strong  enough  to  abolish  the  republic  at  once.  The  government 
which  he  first  established  was  called  the  Decennial  Consulate 
(1799-1802).  The  constitution  named  three  consuls  to  serve  for 
ten  years.  All  executive  power  was  conferred  on  the  First  Consul, 
Bonaparte.  To  advise  him,  he  appointed  a  Council  of  State. 
There  was  also  a  Senate  composed  of  distinguished  men.  To  give 
the  government  the  appearance  of  a  republic,  there  were  two 
legislative  assemblies— the  Tribunate  and  the  Legislative  Assembly; 
but  they  had  little  power,  and  members  were  not  elected  by  the 
people  but  appointed  by  the  Senate.  To  strengthen  the  power  of 
the  First  Consul  a  separate  law  provided  that  there  should  be,  in 


NAPOLEON,  FRANCE,  AND  EUROPE 


405 


Courtesy  Bibliotheque  Nationale 

Napoleon’s  Army  Crossing  the  Alps 
In  1801  Napoleon  crossed  the  Alps  through  the  St.  Bernard  Pass  into  Italy, 
took  the  Austrians  by  surprise,  and  won  the  Battle  of  Marengo.  From  a 

lithograph  by  Victor  Adam. 

each  of  the  eighty-three  departments  into  which  the  country  was 
divided,  a  “prefect’'  appointed  by  the  First  Consul  and  responsible 
to  him.  Thus  effective  power  was  in  the  hands  of  the  First 
Consul,  supported  by  a  Council  of  State,  a  Senate,  and  the  pre¬ 
fects  in  the  departments.  The  new  constitution  was  approved  by 
a  popular  vote— 3,011,007  to  1526. 

The  First  Consul  exhibited  at  once  his  marvelous  talent  for 
efficient  administration.  As  prefects  in  the  departments  he  ap¬ 
pointed  able  men  who  soon  established  orderly  government  where 
confusion  had  existed  under  the  Directory.  A  new  and  stable  cur¬ 
rency  replaced  the  depreciated  paper  money  which  had  formerly 
circulated.  New  taxes,  heavy  but  reasonably  just  and  honestly 
collected,  restored  the  credit  of  the  government  by  providing  an 
adequate  revenue.  Meantime,  the  War  of  the  Second  Coalition 
was  ended.  Making  a  spectacular  crossing  of  the  Alps,  Bonaparte 
descended  into  the  plains  of  Lombardy,  where  he  defeated  the 
Austrians  at  the  famous  Battle  of  Marengo  and  recovered  for 
France  control  of  northern  Italy  (Peace  of  Luneville,  1801). 
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The  next  year  he  managed  to  make  peace  with  England  also 
(Peace  of  Amiens,  1802).  For  the  first  time  since  1793  France 
was  at  peace  with  all  the  world.  It  seemed  that  the  long  wars 
growing  out  of  the  Revolution  were  at  an  end,  and  people  looked 
forward  to  a  period  of  peace  and  prosperity. 

In  1802  Bonaparte’s  popularity  was  such  that  he  thought  it  safe 
to  take  another  step  towards  absolute  power.  He  asked  the  people 
to  vote  on  the  question,  “Shall  Napoleon  Bonaparte  be  made  con¬ 
sul  for  life?”  Again  the  people  approved  by  an  overwhelming 
majority,  thus  establishing  the  government  known  as  the  Life 
Consulate  (1802-1804).  Napoleon  now  gave  up  the  pretense  of 
being  a  Republican.  He  openly  ridiculed  the  Republicans  as 
“ideologues.”  He  abandoned  the  simple  Republican  manner  of 
living  at  the  Tuileries,  and  introduced  the  pomp  and  ceremony  of 
a  royal  court,  gathering  about  him  nobles  and  ladies  of  the  old 
aristocracy.  Yet  he  made  it  plain  to  the  Royalists  that  he  had  no 
intention  of  restoring  the  Bourbon  monarchy.  His  intentions 
were  indeed  perfectly  plain;  and  two  years  later  he  once  more 
asked  the  people  to  vote,  this  time  on  the  question  whether  he 
should  be  permitted  to  take  the  title  of  Emperor.  This  the 
people  also  approved,  by  a  vote  of  2,959,891  to  2567.  Thus  was 
established  the  hereditary  empire  (1804). 

Yet  Napoleon  claimed  that  he  ruled  by  consent  of  the  people. 
It  was  substantially  true.  They  had  voluntarily  conferred  upon 
him  his  autocratic  power,  and  the  great  majority  of  French  people 
gladly  submitted  to  his  authority.  What  is  the  explanation  of 
this?  For  six  years  they  had  carried  on  a  revolution  to  free  them¬ 
selves  from  the  Bourbon  autocracy.  Why  should  they  now  so 
eagerly  welcome  the  autocracy  of  Napoleon? 

Why  the  people  of  France  gladly  submitted  to  the  authority  of 
Napoleon.  Of  course  people  submitted  to  Napoleon  for  many 
reasons,  but  chiefly  for  two— because  they  had  lost  faith  in  the 
republic,  and  because  Napoleon  saved  for  them  the  revolution. 

In  1793  people  had  gone  through  blood  and  fire  for  the  republic. 
They  had  thought  of  the  republic  as  something  sacred,  a  form  of 
government  that  would  bring  happiness  to  mankind.  This  emo- 
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tional  faith  had  died  hard,  and  in  1799  there  were  still  many  good 
Jacobin  Republicans,  especially  in  the  army.  But  the  mass  of  the 
people  had  grown  cynical  about  the  republic.  The  republic  was 
associated  in  their  minds  with  the  Terror,  to  which  they  looked 
back  with  aversion,  or  with  the  Directory  government,  which  had 
proved  to  be  one  of  the  most  feeble  and  corrupt  ever  seen  in 
France.  Thus  in  1799  most  people  in  France  preferred  an  autocrat 
who  would  govern  well  to  a  republic  that  governed  badly. 

But  if  people  had  lost  faith  in  the  republic  why  were  they  not 
willing  to  restore  the  old  Bourbon  monarchy?  The  reason  is  that 
the  Bourbon  heir  to  the  throne  was  determined,  if  ever  he  became 
king,  to  undo  the  work  of  the  Revolution  and  punish  those  who 
had  taken  a  leading  part  in  it.  He  would  restore  To  the  nobles 
their  ancient  privileges  and  subject  the  peasants  to  the  old  feudal 
obligations.  He  would  re-establish  the  Catholic  Church  and  re¬ 
store  to  it  the  lands  which  had  been  taken  from  it  and  sold  to 
peasants  and  middle-class  people.  Above  all,  he  would  punish 
by  imprisonment,  exile,  or  death,  those  men  who  had  taken  a  lead¬ 
ing  part  in  the  Revolution,  and  especially  those  members  of  the 
National  Convention  who  had  voted  for  the  execution  of  his 
brother,  Louis  XVI.  Priests  and  ex-nobles  favored  the  program 
because  they  would  benefit  by  it.  But  most  people — peasants, 
middle-class  people,  officers  in  the  army,  and  revolutionary  poli¬ 
ticians — were  opposed  to  it  because  they  would  lose  the  benefits 
the  Revolution  had  conferred  upon  them. 

Napoleon  made  it  clear  from  the  first  that  he  did  not  wish  to 
undo  the  work  of  the  Revolution.  After  the  coup  d'etat  which 
overthrew  the  Directory,  he  said:  “The  romance  of  the  Revolu¬ 
tion  is  ended;  we  must  begin  its  history.”  He  wanted  people  to 
forget  the  furious  party  struggles,  the  bloodshed,  the  dream  of  an 
ideal  republic  or  a  Reign  of  Virtue.  All  that  was  “romance.”  He 
wanted  them,  as  loyal  Frenchmen,  to  accept  the  Revolution  as  an 
accomplished  fact,  and  to  unite  with  him  in  building  a  stable 
regime  on  the  basis  of  the  changes  in  rights  and  privileges  which 
the  Revolution  had  effected.  We  must  now  see  what  Napoleon 
did  to  maintain  the  revolutionary  changes.  His  work  may  be  con- 
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sidered  under  three  heads:  (1)  the  church  and  religion;  (2)  the 
five  codes;  (3)  education. 

1.  The  church  and  religion.  One  question  which  the  Revolution 
had  left  unsettled  was  that  of  the  Catholic  Church.  In  1793-1794 
the  National  Convention  had  tried  to  destroy  the  Catholic 
Church.  The  effort  was  a  failure.  In  1799  more  than  half  the 
people  in  France  were  Catholics.  A  majority  of  the  old  bishops 
and  priests,  led  by  the  Pope,  still  refused  to  recognize  the  republic 
as  the  legitimate  government,  and  they  still  claimed  church  lands 
which  the  revolutionary  governments  had  confiscated  and  sold  to 
the  people. 

Napoleon  cared  little  about  religion  in  itself,  but  he  realized 
that  it  might  be  a  powerful  influence  either  for  or  against  any 
government.  Having  to  govern  a  nation  largely  Catholic,  he  felt 
that  it  was  highly  necessary  to  gain  the  goodwill  of  Catholics. 
The  Revolution  could  never  be  regarded  as  settled,  or  his  own 
power  be  firmly  established,  until  the  Pope  and  the  French  bishops 
recognized  the  republic  and  renounced  their  former  rights  and 
possessions.  Napoleon  therefore  at  once  entered  into  negotiations 
with  the  Pope,  Pius  VII,  and  after  many  months  of  controversy 
induced  him  to  sign  with  the  French  government  a  formal  agree¬ 
ment  which  is  known  as  the  Concordat  of  1801. 

The  Concordat  defined  the  relations  between  the  Catholic 
Church  and  the  French  government.  It  provided  that  Napoleon 
should  appoint  the  bishops,  that  the  bishops  should  appoint  the 
priests,  and  that  both  bishops  and  priests  should  be  paid  salaries 
by  the  government. 

Thus  Napoleon  restored  the  church  to  a  privileged  position  in 
the  state.  In  return  he  obtained  from  the  Pope  important  con¬ 
cessions.  The  Pope  wished  the  Catholic  religion  to  be  the  only 
one  recognized  by  the  government.  This  Napoleon  refused,  thus 
preserving  the  religious  freedom  which  the  Revolution  established. 
The  Pope  wished  to  have  the  confiscated  lands  of  the  church 
returned  to  it.  This  also  Napoleon  refused,  and  in  the  end  the 
Pope  agreed  that  neither  he  nor  his  successors  would  ever  "disturb 
in  any  manner  the  possessors  of  the  confiscated  church  lands/’ 
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Thus  the  Concordat  restored  the  Catholic  Church  to  a  privileged 
position;  but  in  signing  the  Concordat  the  Pope  recognized  the 
republic  which  the  Revolution  had  created  and  the  validity  of  the 
revolutionary  laws  by  which  the  church  property  had  been  con¬ 
fiscated  and  sold. 

2.  The  five  codes.  The  revolutionary  assemblies  had  passed 
many  laws  affecting  the  rights  of  persons  and  property— laws 
abolishing  the  nobility,  the  guilds,  the  parlements;  laws  abolishing 
feudal  obligations  on  the  land;  laws  concerning  marriage  and 
divorce;  laws  defining  crimes  and  regulating  procedure  in  courts  of 
justice.  In  these  laws  there  was  much  that  was  not  clear,  much 
that  was  incomplete,  much  that  was  inconsistent.  In  1799  French 
law  was  therefore  a  confused  mass  of  ancient  customs  and  revolu¬ 
tionary  legislation,  so  that  even  lawyers  often  found  it  difficult  to 
say  just  what  the  law  was. 

This  means  that  French  law  needed  to  be  codified — that  is, 
reduced  to  a  brief,  clear,  and  systematic  statement.  The  National 
Convention  began  this  task  of  codification  but  never  finished  it.  It 
is  one  of  Napoleon’s  chief  titles  to  fame  that  he  completed  the  work 
of  codification.  Of  course  the  actual  work  was  done  by  lawyers,  but 
without  Napoleon  to  urge  them  on,  the  lawyers  would  never  have 
finished.  Napoleon  got  the  lawyers  together  and  kept  them  at 
work.  He  insisted  that  it  was  better  to  have  an  imperfect  code 
than  not  to  have  any  code  at  all.  Sessions  sometimes  lasted  from 
seven  o’clock  in  the  evening  until  three  or  four  in  the  morning. 
Eminent  councilors  and  lawyers  would  sometimes  fall  asleep  in 
the  small  hours;  but  Napoleon  kept  them  at  their  task.  “Wake 
up,  gentlemen!”  he  would  exclaim.  “We  must  earn  our  salaries.” 
After  several  years  of  labor  five  codes  were  completed,  having  to  do 
with  civil  and  criminal  law  and  procedure  and  with  commercial 
law. 

The  most  important  of  the  codes  was  the  Civil  Code  (1804) .  It 
defined  the  rights  of  persons  and  the  law  of  property.  In  the  main 
it  accepted  the  changes  brought  about  by  the  Revolution.  It  was 
based  on  the  principle  that  all  persons  are  free  and  equal  before 
the  law.  In  definiug  the  law  of  property  the  Civil  Code  accepted 


NAPOLEON,  FRANCE,  AND  EUROPE 


411 


French  Street  Costumes 


Photo  Hachette 


The  two  styles  on  the  left  are  about  1804;  those  on  the  right,  a  few  years 
later.  It  was  about  this  period  that  breeches  went  out  of  style.  Long  trous¬ 
ers,  top  hat,  and  something  resembling  the  modern  dress  coat  are  in  evidence 
(right).  The  frock  coat — later  called  the  Prince  Albert — is  recognizable 
(left).  Compare  these  costumes  with  those  shown  in  the  last  several  chapters. 


the  work  of  the  Revolution  in  abolishing  feudal  obligations  on 
the  land.  In  respect  to  the  law  of  inheritance,  it  provided  that 
when  a  man  died  a  considerable  part  of  his  property  must  be 
equally  divided  among  his  heirs,  thus  making  it  more  difficult  to 
build  up  great  landed  estates  such  as  had  existed  before  the 
Revolution. 

The  Criminal  Code  (1810)  also  accepted,  in  the  main,  the  work 
of  the  Revolution.  Penalties  for  crimes  were  made  the  same  for 
all  people.  Penalties  were  still  harsh  and  included  the  death  pen¬ 
alty  and  imprisonment  for  life,  but  torture  and  the  more  cruel 
punishments  were  abandoned.  Arbitrary  arrest  and  imprisonment 
were  no  longer  legal,  and  the  procedure  (that  is,  the  form  of  trial) 
gave  to  accused  persons  rights  not  enjoyed  before  the  Revolution. 
The  trial  was  public;  the  accused  was  given  the  aid  of  a  lawyer  and 
was  permitted  to  bring  witnesses  to  testify  in  his  defense;  and  the 
verdict  in  cases  of  crime  was  rendered  by  a  jury  of  citizens.  Thus 
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the  Criminal  Code  represented  important  changes  brought  about 
by  the  Revolution. 

The  codes  established  by  Napoleon  not  only  perpetuated  the 
work  of  the  Revolution  but  had  a  great  influence  on  the  law  of 
many  countries  besides  France.  In  the  nineteenth  century  French 
Civil  Code,  with  some  modifications,  was  extended  to  Italy,  Bel¬ 
gium,  Holland,  some  German  states,  and  our  own  state  of  Louisi¬ 
ana  (this  last  being  due  to  the  fact  that  Louisiana  was  once  a 
French  colony).  It  was,  in  fact,  perhaps  chiefly  through  the  Civil 
Code  that  the  French  Revolution  influenced  the  institutions  of 
other  European  countries. 

The  Civil  Code  has  been  well  described  as  “the  summary  and 
the  correction  of  the  French  Revolution/’  Later,  at  St.  Helena, 
Napoleon  himself  said,  “My  glory  chiefly  consists,  not  in  having 
won  forty  battles,  but  in  having  established  the  Civil  Code.” 

3.  Education.  Before  the  Revolution  schools  were  mainly  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  church.  The  most  famous  colleges  were  those  of 
the  Jesuit  and  Benedictine  monks.  The  special  purpose  of  such 
colleges  was  to  train  men  for  the  church  or  the  law;  their  general 
purpose  was  to  maintain  the  Catholic  faith,  the  supremacy  of  the 
church,  and  the  authority  of  the  king.  The  revolutionary  leaders 
were  of  course  opposed  to  this  system  of  education.  Their  idea 
was  that  the  government  should  control  education,  and  that  it 
should  provide  free  public  schools  for  all  citizens.  In  their  view 
the  object  of  the  schools  should  be  to  make  good  and  loyal 
citizens. 

The  National  Convention  discussed  the  subject  of  free  public 
schools  at  great  length,  but  it  was  too  busy  ever  to  carry  out  its 
projects.  Napoleon  continued  and  completed  the  work  of  the 
National  Convention.  If  the  government  did  not  control  edu¬ 
cation,  he  said,  the  monks  would  come  back  and  manage  the 
schools  as  they  did  formerly.  After  years  of  discussion  and  experi¬ 
mentation,  Napoleon  therefore  established  what  he  called  the 
Imperial  University  (1808).  It  was  not  a  university  as  we  under¬ 
stand  the  term.  The  Imperial  University  included  an  entire  sys¬ 
tem  of  education— primary  schools,  high  schools  (lycees),  and 
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schools  of  higher  learning.  The  organization  of  all  these  schools, 
the  subjects  to  be  taught,  the  appointment  of  teachers,  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  salaries— all  were  controlled  by  the  government.  Napo¬ 
leon  wished  to  control  the  schools  for  the  same  reason  that  he 
wished  to  control  the  church.  He  hoped  that  bishops  and  teach¬ 
ers,  since  they  were  appointed  and  paid  by  the  government,  would 
teach  the  people  to  be  “good  citizens” — that  is,  loyal  to  him. 

Napoleon’s  schools  were  not  very  good  ones.  Catholics  would 
not  send  their  children  to  his  schools.  It  was  difficult  to  get  good 
teachers,  partly  because  the  pay  was  small,  partly  because  the 
government  interfered  too  much  with  the  teachers’  activities,  both 
within  the  schools  and  outside  of  them.  Nevertheless,  Napoleon’s 
establishment  of  a  system  of  public  schools  controlled  by  the  state 
was  of  great  importance  in  two  ways :  ( 1 )  It  prevented  the  church 
from  recovering  the  control  of  education  which  it  had  formerly 
enjoyed.  (2)  It  helped  to  perpetuate  the  revolutionary  idea  that 
the  government  should  establish  schools  freely  open  to  all  citizens. 
In  fact,  France  has  today  what  Napoleon  aimed  to  establish— a 
uniform  system  of  public  schools  (primary  schools,  high  schools, 
and  universities)  supported  and  controlled  by  the  government, 
providing  instruction  for  all  citizens  on  equal  terms. 

A  brief  statement  of  what  Napoleon  did  for  France.  Napoleon 
preserved  the  equality  of  rights  which  the  Revolution  established. 
He  established  an  hereditary  empire,  and  in  organizing  the  im¬ 
perial  government  he  simplified  and  systematized  the  system  of 
centralized  administration  which  had  existed  under  the  kings  be¬ 
fore  the  Revolution.  His  hereditary  empire  did  not  endure.  After 
1815  the  Bourbon  monarchy  was  restored.  In  1848  a  republic 
was  established.  In  1852  the  hereditary  empire  was  restored 
(Napoleon  III).  In  1871  there  was  established  the  third  French 
Republic,  which  still  exists.  Thus  in  the  end  France  came  back 
to  the  revolutionary  ideal  of  a  republic.  But  under  all  these  forms 
of  government  the  equality  of  rights  established  by  the  Revolu¬ 
tion,  and  the  centralized  administration  fashioned  by  Napoleon 
persisted  with  slight  changes.  The  institutions  of  France  today 
are  about  what  the  Revolution  and  Napoleon  made  them. 
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II.  What  Napoleon  Did  in  Europe 

Why  Napoleon  was  not  satisfied  with  one  country  to  govern. 

An  ordinary  man  would  have  been  satisfied  with  one  country  to 
govern.  But  Napoleon  was  not  an  ordinary  man.  Governing 
France  was  not  enough  for  him;  he  wished  to  govern  the  greater 
part  of  Europe  as  well— and  in  truth  he  nearly  succeeded.  One 
war  followed  another,  and  every  victory  increased  his  power,  until 
by  1811  all  of  Continental  Europe  west  of  Russia  and  Austria  was 
more  or  less  subject  to  his  authority.  What  was  Napoleon’s 
object?  Was  he  inspired  solely  by  selfish  ambition,  by  the  love  of 
glory?  Or  did  he  have  some  great  plan  in  his  head  for  the  better 
government  of  Europe? 

We  need  not  suppose  that  from  the  first  Napoleon  had  a  clear 
idea,  a  well-matured  plan  for  the  reorganization  of  Europe.  But 
as  his  conquests  were  extended,  first  in  Italy,  then  in  Germany., 
he  gradually  worked  out  a  scheme  for  a  European  empire.  By 
1811  this  scheme  was  fairly  clear.  Speaking  to  Fouche,  one  of 
his  intimates,  he  said: 

How  can  I  help  it  if  a  great  power  [destiny]  drives  me  on  to 
become  Dictator  of  the  World?  ...  I  have  not  yet  fulfilled  my 
mission,  and  I  mean  to  end  what  I  have  begun.  We  need  a 
European  code  of  law,  a  European  court  of  appeal,  a  uniform 
coinage,  a  common  system  of  weights  and  measures.  The  same 
law  must  run  throughout  Europe.  I  shall  fuse  all  the  nations 
into  one.  .  .  .  This,  my  lord  duke,  is  the  only  solution  that 
pleases  me. 

Napoleon  never  succeeded  in  fusing  the  nations  of  Europe  into 
one  nation.  But  by  1811  he  had  created  a  kind  of  federation  of 
European  states  under  one  imperial  authority,  and  in  many  of  the 
independent  states  he  had  established  the  system  of  equal  rights 
which  France  had  won  by  the  Revolution.  We  must  see  how  he 
did  this. 

How  Napoleon  acquired  an  empire  in  Europe.  Napoleon  was  a 
supremely  great  military  genius,  and  he  had  by  far  the  best  army 
in  Europe.  The  armies  of  Austria,  Prussia,  and  Russia  were  led 
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by  inferior  officers,  and  these  countries  were  further  weakened 
by  rivalries  and  different  interests.  For  these  reasons  Napoleon 
was  able  to  defeat  the  armies  of  many  countries  united  against 
him. 

During  the  Revolution  the  territory  of  France  was  extended  to 
the  Rhine  River.  In  1797  Napoleon  had  driven  the  Austrians  out 
of  Italy  and  established  the  Cisalpine  Republic  (p.  402).  A  few 
years  later  similar  republics  were  established  in  Naples,  Holland, 
and  Switzerland.  These  republics  were  virtually  dependent  on 
France,  and  after  1804,  when  Napoleon  took  the  title  of  emperor, 
he  transformed  them  (except  Switzerland)  into  kingdoms— the 
Kingdom  of  Italy,  governed  by  his  step-son  Eugene,  the  Kingdom 
of  Naples,  governed  by  his  brother  Joseph,  and  the  Kingdom  of 
Holland,  governed  by  his  brother  Louis.  Thus  Napoleon  began 
to  build  up  an  empire  in  Europe  beyond  the  frontier  of  France. 

Meantime,  he  had  been  interfering  in  Germany  also.  In 
1803  Germany  was  still  a  hodge-podge  of  states,  big  and  little,  all 
united  in  what  was  called  “the  Empire,’'  or  more  exactly  “the 
Holy  Roman  Empire  of  the  German  States.”  The  most  important 
states  were  Austria  and  Prussia,  each  one  strong  enough  to  rank 
with  the  great  powers  of  Europe.  Then  there  were  a  number  of 
secondary  states,  smaller  than  Austria  and  Prussia,  but  still  of  con¬ 
siderable  size.  The  chief  of  these  were  Oldenburg,  Saxony, 
Hanover,  Nassau,  and  Hesse-Cassel  in  central  and  northern  Ger¬ 
many;  and  Bavaria,  Wiirttemberg,  Baden,  and  Hesse-Darmstadt 
in  southern  Germany.  Finally,  there  were  some  hundreds  of  very 
small  states — many  more  than  can  be  shown  on  an  ordinary  map. 
Some  of  these  were  city-states,  some  were  ecclesiastical  states 
(cities  of  territories  ruled  by  bishops  of  the  Catholic  Church), 
others  were  insignificant  possessions  of  innumerable  counts, 
barons,  and  knights  of  the  Empire. 

German  politics  turned  very  largely  on  the  rivalry  of  the  two 
great  states,  Austria  and  Prussia.  The  small  states  sided  with  one 
or  the  other  as  their  interests  seemed  to  demand.  The  principal 
states  of  south  Germany — Bavaria,  Wiirttemberg,  Baden,  and 
Hesse-Darmstadt — were  inclined  to  side  with  Austria  against 
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Prussia.  But  in  one  important  matter  the  interest  of  Austria  was 
opposed  to  that  of  the  south  German  states.  Within  the  boun¬ 
daries  of  Bavaria,  Wiirttemberg,  Baden,  and  Hesse-Darmstadt  were 
located  hundreds  of  the  tiny  states — city-states,  ecclesiastical  states, 
imperial  counts,  knights,  etc.  Naturally  the  rulers  of  Bavaria, 
Wiirttemberg,  and  Baden  were  more  than  willing  to  take  over  the 
government  of  the  tiny  states  within  their  boundaries,  and  they 
would  long  since  have  done  so  except  for  the  opposition  of 
Austria.  Here  was  a  situation  which  Napoleon  could  make  use  of. 
By  helping  the  larger  states  take  over  the  tiny  states  within  their 
boundaries,  he  bound  them  to  France  and  so  weakened  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  Austria  in  south  Germany. 

Austria  again  went  to  war  against  France,  with  Russia  and 
England  as  allies.  But  Napoleon  quickly  won  this  war  (of  the 
Third  Coalition)  in  1805,  and  proceeded  to  destroy  the  Ger¬ 
man  political  system.  The  states  of  south  Germany,  united  in  the 
Rhine  Confederation,  were  closely  bound  to  France.  The  Haps- 
burg  ruler  of  Austria  renounced  the  title  of  emperor  in  Germany. 
This  was  the  end  of  the  old  Holy  Roman  Empire  (1806). 

Having  conquered  south  Germany,  Napoleon  turned  to  Prussia. 
During  the  ten  years  from  1795  to  1805  Prussia  had  stood  aside 
while  Austria  was  being  defeated  and  deprived  of  her  control  of 
south  Germany.  This  was  a  fatal  mistake,  since  Austria  now  stood 
aside  while  Prussia,  with  the  aid  of  Russia  and  England,  was 
forced  to  fight  the  war  of  the  Fourth  Coalition.  In  this  war 
Napoleon  won  the  battles  of  Jena  and  Auerstadt  (1806)  against 
Prussia,  and  the  battle  of  Friedland  (1807)  against  Russia.  These 
victories  enabled  Napoleon  to  impose  upon  Prussia  and  Austria  the 
important  Peace  of  Tilsit  (1807). 

By  the  Peace  of  Tilsit,  Prussia  was  deprived  of  all  her  territory 
west  of  the  Elbe  River  and  of  all  of  her  Polish  provinces,  thus  be¬ 
ing  left  with  her  original  provinces  of  Brandenburg,  Pomerania,  and 
Silesia.  Besides,  French  troops  remained  in  Prussia,  and  in  the 
following  year  Napoleon  required  the  Prussian  army  to  be  reduced 
to  42,000  soldiers,  so  that  after  1807  Prussia  was  about  the  size  of 
Bavaria,  virtually  under  the  domination  of  France. 
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Napoleon  in  Camp  at  Austerlitz 

From  a  painting  by  Lecomte  du  Noiiy.  On  Dec.  2,  1805,  Napoleon  won  a 
victory  over  the  Austrian  and  Russian  armies,  one  of  his  most  famous  victories. 

Out  of  the  territory  taken  from  Prussia,  Napoleon  created  two 
new  states.  The  Polish  territory  formerly  belonging  to  Prussia 
became  the  Duchy  of  Warsaw,  nominally  independent,  but  really 
governed  by  the  French  ambassador  at  Warsaw  and  the  French 
general  who  commanded  the  Polish  army.  At  the  same  time  the 
territory  west  of  the  Elbe  River  formerly  belonging  to  Prussia  was 
united  with  certain  other  German  states  to  make  the  new  King- 
,  dom  of  Westphalia,  to  be  governed  by  Napoleon’s  brother  Jerome 
as  king.  Meantime  the  three  Hanse  cities  (Hamburg,  Liibeck, 
and  Bremen)  and  the  city  of  Danzig  were  occupied  by  French 
troops  and  virtually  governed  by  Napoleon’s  generals.  Thus 
Napoleon  destroyed  Prussia  as  a  great  power  and  brought  north 
Germany  under  the  sway  of  his  empire. 

One  other  thing  Napoleon  accomplished  by  the  Peace  of  Tilsit. 
He  made  peace  with  Russia,  and  the  tsar  and  Napoleon  agreed 
for  the  future  to  be  friends  and  allies.  Alexander  agreed  to  help 
Napoleon  against  England,  if  England  refused  to  make  peace,  and 
Napoleon  agreed  to  help  the  tsar  against  the  Turks,  if  the  Turks 
refused  to  make  peace.  Napoleon  led  the  tsar  to  think  that  from 
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now  on  the  two  great  powers,  France  and  Russia,  would  share 
Europe  between  them  and  in  due  time  proceed  to  the  conquest 
of  the  world.  This  was  almost  certainly  not  Napoleon’s  real  pur¬ 
pose,  but  he  made  the  tsar  think  it  was. 

Napoleon's  empire  in  1810  and  his  plans  for  extending  it.  By 
1807  Napoleon’s  imperial  authority  extended  far  beyond  the  fron¬ 
tiers  of  France.  It  included  virtually  all  of  Continental  Europe 
west  of  Russia  and  Austria.  We  may  represent  that  imperial 
authority  by  the  diagram  below. 

By  comparing  this  diagram  with  the  map  on  page  418,  you  can 
easily  see  both  the  extent  and  the  character  of  the  Napoleonic 
empire.  What  Napoleon  was  doing  was  this:  He  was  gradually 
breaking  up  great  states  like  Prussia  and  Austria;  he  was  gradually 
creating  a  number  of  secondary  states;  he  was  subjecting  these 
secondary  states,  in  one  way  or  another,  to  the  directing  authority 
of  a  single  European  empire. 
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Yet  Napoleon  was  not  content  merely  to  unite  the  states  of 
Europe  into  one  federated  empire.  He  wished  also  to  establish 
throughout  Europe  a  certain  uniformity  of  rights  and  institutions. 
Therefore,  as  fast  as  he  extended  his  imperial  authority  beyond  the 
frontiers  of  France,  he  introduced,  or  tried  to  introduce,  into  the 
subject  countries,  the  equality  of  lights  and  the  administrative 
system  which  had  been  established  in  France.  Napoleon  wished 
to  confer  upon  Europe  what  he  regarded  as  the  beneficial  results 
of  the  French  Revolution. 
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These  changes  were  never  fully  made  in  the  subject  countries  of 
the  empire.  But  generally  speaking,  by  1810  the  French  system  of 
administration  and  the  French  Civil  Code  had  replaced  the  insti¬ 
tutions  of  the  old  regime  in  Holland,  Switzerland,  in  the  Ger¬ 
man  countries  along  the  Rhine,  in  parts  of  south  Germany,  and 
in  all  of  Italy.  Napoleon  never  completed  his  empire.  He  had 
scarcely  made  more  than  a  beginning  when  he  was  overthrown. 
But  from  this  beginning  it  is  clear  what  he  had  in  mind  to  do. 
If  he  had  succeeded,  there  would  have  been  in  Europe,  not  many 
sovereign  states,  but  perhaps  a  federation  of  states  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Napoleonic  empire. 

III.  Why  Europe  Became  Tired  of  Napoleon  and  Sent  Him 

Off  to  St.  Helena 

Why  Napoleon  failed  to  maintain  his  European  power.  Many 
reasons  could  be  found  for  Napoleon’s  failure;  but  there  were  three 
powerful  general  sentiments  or  ideals  which  were  directly  opposed 
to  Napoleon’s  imperial  schemes.  One  of  these  was  the  loyalty  of 
the  ruling  aristocracies  in  Europe  to  the  governments  and  insti¬ 
tutions  which  Napoleon  was  trying  to  destroy.  Kings  and  nobles 
in  every  country  were  opposed  to  Napoleon’s  schemes  because  he 
threatened  the  independence  of  their  respective  states.  Besides, 
kings  and  nobles  regarded  Napoleon  as  the  very  personification 
of  that  dreaded  enemy,  the  French  Revolution,  because  he  was 
actually  doing  in  Europe  what  the  Revolution  had  done  in  France 
— he  was  depriving  kings  of  their  power  and  nobles  of  their  privi¬ 
leges. 

But  how  about  the  common  people?  We  might  suppose  that 
they  would  support  Napoleon,  since  he  freed  them  from  the  yoke 
of  kings  and  gave  them  equal  rights  with  the  privileged  classes. 
Napoleon  apparently  thought  so.  When  his  brother  Jerome  be¬ 
came  King  of  Westphalia,  Napoleon  assured  him  that  his  German 
subjects,  once  having  experienced  the  advantages  of  French  insti¬ 
tutions,  would  never  wish  to  be  restored  to  Prussian  government. 
It  is  true  that  at  first  many  Germans  and  Italians  welcomed 
Napoleon  as  a  deliverer.  They  imagined  that  their  dream  of 
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Products  of  English  Factories 

Can  you  think  of  any  modern  tools  not  shown  among  these  Birmingham  tools 

used  in  the  late  eighteenth  century? 

political  liberty  and  equality  of  rights  might  now  be  realized. 
But  they  found  that  Napoleon's  government  was  little  less  burden¬ 
some  than  that  of  their  former  kings.  So  as  time  passed  the 
people  in  Germany,  in  Italy,  and  even  in  France  became  restive. 
However  beneficial  Napoleon's  government  might  be  in  a  material 
way,  they  still  cherished  the  ideal  of  political  liberty.  They  wanted 
to  govern  themselves  instead  of  being  governed,  however  well,  by 
him. 

Finally,  the  Napoleonic  conquests  intensified  the  powerful  senti¬ 
ment  of  nationality.  After  all,  it  was  not  pleasant  for  Italians  and 
Germans  to  see  French  armies  overrunning  their  countries.  They 
resented  being  dominated  by  foreigners,  even  though  they  might 
benefit  by  it  in  a  material  way.  French  officials  and  army  officers 
and  soldiers  were  everywhere  about — on  the  streets,  in  cafes,  in 
theaters;  and  they  were  likely  to  be  arrogant  and  supercilious. 
Italians  and  Germans  found  this  humiliating.  In  the  end  they 
felt  that  it  would  be  better  to  be  governed  by  their  own  people, 
even  by  their  kings  and  nobles,  than  by  the  conceited  Frenchmen 
who  lorded  it  over  them. 

Napoleon's  empire  might  have  been  a  good  thing  for  Europe  if 
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the  people  of  Europe  had  cared  for  nothing  but  their  material 
comfort  and  well-being.  But  the  larger  his  empire  grew,  and  the 
more  effectively  his  authority  was  established,  the  more  he  en¬ 
countered  the  opposition  of  these  three  intangible  but  powerful 
sentiments:  (1)  loyalty  of  the  upper  classes  to  their  kings;  (2) 
aspiration  of  the  middle  classes  for  political  liberty;  and  (3)  the 
angry  resentment  of  all  classes  against  the  meddling  of  Frenchmen 
in  their  affairs.  Victor  Elugo  said  that  “God  finally  became  bored 
by  Napoleon/'  Perhaps  this  is  another  way  of  saying  that  the 
people  of  Europe  finally  became  bored  by  him.  We  must  now 
see  how,  after  1807,  Napoleon’s  difficulties  increased,  and  how  his 
great  empire  finally  collapsed. 

How  Napoleon  tried  to  destroy  English  commerce  by  the  Con¬ 
tinental  system,  and  found  it  a  bigger  job  than  he  thought  it  would 
be,  1806-1812.  Napoleon  had  always  disliked  the  English.  He 
called  them  a  nation  of  “shopkeepers,”  thinking  that  they  cared 
only  for  money  and  that  their  political  power  depended  solely  on 
their  extensive  commerce.  In  1806-1807  Napoleon  therefore 
devised  a  grand  scheme,  known  as  the  “Continental  system,”  for 
the  destruction  of  English  commerce.  The  object  of  Napoleon’s 
scheme  was  to  close  European  ports  to  the  importation  of  English 
manufactured  and  colonial  commodities.  He  was  quite  willing, 
even  anxious,  to  have  England  buy  goods  of  European  countries. 
But  he  wanted  England  to  pay  for  these  goods  in  money.  In  this 
way  Napoleon  hoped  to  drain  England  of  her  gold,  with  the  idea 
of  lowering  prices  in  England,  and  ruining  English  merchants  and 
traders.  England,  of  course,  wished  to  prevent  Napoleon  from 
carrying  out  his  purpose;  so  she  used  all  her  power  to  keep 
European  ports  open  and  to  force  her  goods  into  Europe. 

Napoleon  soon  found  that  he  could  not  keep  English  goods  out 
of  Europe.  There  were  three  points  on  the  European  coast  where 
English  goods  were  entering,  in  spite  of  all  he  could  do.  These 
were:  (1)  the  great  German  ports  of  Hamburg,  Liibeck,  and  Bre¬ 
men,  near  the  mouths  of  the  Elbe  and  Weser  rivers;  (2)  the 
Dutch  ports  round  the  mouth  of  the  Rhine;  (3)  the  port  of 
Lisbon,  in  Portugal,  which  for  more  than  a  hundred  years  had 
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Traveling  in  England  about  1816 
From  an  engraving  by  Vernet. 


been  friendly  with  England.  Napoleon  therefore  determined  to 
get  these  three  regions  more  directly  under  his  control. 

In  order  to  control  Portugal  and  the  port  of  Lisbon,  Napoleon 
undertook  to  conquer  the  kingdom  of  Spain.  This  was  a  great 
blunder.  He  easily  defeated  the  Spanish  army,  occupied  Madrid, 
and  placed  his  brother  Joseph  on  the  throne.  His  mistake  was  to 
suppose  that  this  would  end  the  matter.  On  the  contrary,  the 
Spanish  people  organized  a  popular  national  resistance,  a  kind  of 
guerilla  warfare,  so  that  Napoleon  had  to  keep  an  army  of  300,000 
men  in  Spain  to  hold  the  country.  Besides,  the  English  sent  an 
army  under  Wellesley  (the  future  Duke  of  Wellington)  to  aid 
the  Portuguese,  and  Napoleon  never  did  gain  his  original  object, 
the  control  of  the  port  of  Lisbon. 

Meantime,  the  heroic  resistance  of  the  Spanish  people  encour¬ 
aged  the  Austrians  to  resist  Napoleon’s  domination  in  Germany. 
Much  against  his  wish  Napoleon  was  forced  to  fight  another  war 
with  Austria,  and  without  the  assistance  of  Russia  which  he 
hoped  for.  With  great  difficulty  he  won  the  battle  of  Wagram, 
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and  forced  Austria  to  cede  more  of  her  territory  (1809).  But  the 
victory  was  less  brilliant  than  his  former  ones,  and  one  has  the 
feeling  that  for  the  first  time  Napoleon  is  no  longer  master  of  the 
situation,  that  the  great  imperial  machine  he  had  created  is 
running  away  with  him. 

After  this  war  Napoleon  tried  to  enforce  more  effectively  the 
blockade  against  England  by  annexing  to  France  the  Kingdom  of 
Holland  and  the  Hanse  cities,  and  by  imposing  more  drastic  rules 
against  the  importation  of  English  and  colonial  goods  into  Europe. 
These  measures  might  have  proved  disastrous  to  England,  but 
unfortunately  for  Napoleon  the  Tsar  Alexander  now  refused  to 
continue  the  alliance  with  France  made  at  Tilsit  (p.  416).  This 
quarrel  with  Alexander  led  to  the  greatest  blunder  of  all— the  in¬ 
vasion  of  Russia,  which  was  the  beginning  of  the  end  of  Napo¬ 
leon’s  power. 

How  Napoleon  quarreled  with  the  tsar,  and  how  the  Russians 
defeated  Napoleon  by  not  knowing  when  they  were  beaten,  1812. 

In  1807  Napoleon  had  convinced  Tsar  Alexander  that  the  alliance 
with  France  would  mean  great  things  for  Russia.  But  as  time 
passed  the  tsar  began  to  see  that  Napoleon  was  only  making  use  of 
him  for  his  own  ends.  In  1811  Alexander  complained  that  the 
closing  of  Russian  ports  by  the  Continental  system  was  injuring 
Russia  more  than  it  injured  England,  and  all  for  the  benefit  of 
France.  He  was  offended  by  the  annexation  of  north  Germany 
to  France.  He  was  alarmed  because  Napoleon,  having  divorced 
his  first  wife,  Josephine,  had  married  Marie  Louise  of  Austria,  thus 
forming  an  alliance  that  boded  no  good  to  Russia.  But  what  dis¬ 
turbed  the  tsar  most  of  all  was  the  fear  that  Napoleon  intended 
sooner  or  later  to  deprive  Russia  of  the  province  of  Lithuania,  in 
order  to  restore  the  ancient  Kingdom  of  Poland.  Allied  with 
Austria,  and  with  Poland  under  his  control,  he  could  dispense  with 
Russia  and  bring  southeastern  Europe,  including  Constantinople, 
within  the  sphere  of  his  empire. 

So  convinced  was  the  tsar  that  Napoleon  intended  to  restore  the 
Kingdom  of  Poland  that  he  decided  to  do  it  first.  In  1812  the 
tsar  accordingly  proclaimed  the  restoration  of  Poland,  of  course 
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Courtesy  Musee  de  Versailles 

Bringing  up  the  Rear  in  the  Retreat  from  Moscow,  1812 
Marshal  Ney  is  in  the  center,  with  a  gun  in  his  left  hand.  To  the  left  is  a 
wagon  with  wounded.  Note  that  a  soldier  is  loading  his  musket.  After  every 
shot  the  muskets  had  to  be  loaded  from  the  muzzle  with  powder,  and  the 

bullet  pressed  down  by  a  ramrod. 

under  Russian  suzerainty,  and  sent  a  Russian  army  to  the  Polish 
frontier  to  carry  out  the  project.  Napoleon  could  not  permit  this, 
so  he  gathered  a  great  army  in  Saxony  in  order  to  resist  the  tsar. 
In  June  he  crossed  the  Niemen  River  into  Lithuania  with  an  army 
of  about  450,000  men.  He  doubtless  expected  the  Russians  to 
defend  Lithuania.  But  instead  of  defending  Lithuania,  the  Rus¬ 
sians  retreated.  First  they  retreated  to  Smolensk,  the  gateway  to 
Old  Russia;  defeated  there  they  again  retreated  on  the  road  to 
Moscow.  At  Borodino  they  made  another  stand;  barely  defeated 
there,  the  Russian  army  again  retreated,  to  Moscow  and  beyond, 
leaving  the  ancient  and  beloved  capital  open  to  Napoleon,  whose 
army  entered  the  city  on  September  14.  Surely,  Napoleon 
thought,  the  tsar  would  make  peace  now  that  Moscow  was  in  his 
hands.  He  was  astonished  to  find  in  Moscow  neither  an  army  to 
fight  nor  a  government  to  negotiate  with. 
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Napoleon  remained  in  Moscow  until  October  19,  waiting  for  the 
tsar  to  make  peace.  Somehow  Moscow  caught  fire  and  burned  for 
several  days.  Of  course  the  Russians  believed  the  French  had 
deliberately  set  fire  to  the  city;  and  the  destruction  of  their  ancient 
and  half-sacred  capital  infuriated  them,  so  that  they  were  now 
more  than  ever  determined  on  no  account  to  submit  to  Napoleon. 
Their  armies  might  not  defeat  him,  but  their  immense  country 
would.  Once  more  Napoleon  blundered.  Once  more,  as  in 
Spain,  he  had  encountered  the  incomprehensible  force  of  a 
nation’s  resentment  and  resistance.  He  could  not  meet  it.  Five 
weeks  he  remained  in  Moscow,  and  then,  with  an  army  diminished 
by  desertion  and  illness,  he  retreated  through  rain  and  sleet  and 
snow,  over  the  same  road  he  had  come.  It  was  a  rout.  Soldiers 
died  by  thousands  from  exposure  or  want  of  food.  Thousands 
deserted.  Thousands  were  mercifully  taken  or  killed  by  the  Rus¬ 
sian  troops  that  hung  on  the  rear  and  flanks  of  the  retreating 
army.  It  was  an  unparalleled  disaster — an  entire  army  of  half  a 
million  destroyed,  and  nothing  accomplished. 

How  Napoleon  was  defeated  by  his  enemies,  deserted  by  his 
subjects,  and  sent  off  to  Elba,  1813-1814.  The  retreat  from  Mos¬ 
cow  was  more  than  a  military  disaster.  It  destroyed  the  myth  that 
Napoleon  was  unbeatable.  He  had  won  so  many  victories  that 
people  had  come  to  think  that  fate  was  somehow  on  his  side. 
Now  his  enemies  took  courage,  thinking  that  fortune  had  at  last 
deserted  him. 

Napoleon  hurried  back  to  Paris  to  raise  a  new  army  in  order  to 
hold  his  power  in  Germany,  against  a  new  coalition  of  European 
powers.  In  March,  1813,  Russia  and  Prussia  formed  an  alliance, 
but  for  some  months  Austria  refused  to  join,  because  she  was 
almost  as  much  afraid  of  Russia  as  of  Napoleon.  At  first,  there¬ 
fore,  Napoleon  had  to  meet  only  the  Russian  and  Prussian  armies. 
These  he  defeated  in  May,  1813,  but  instead  of  pushing  his  advan¬ 
tage  he  agreed  to  a  truce,  hoping  to  win  the  tsar  to  his  side  again 
by  promising  to  give  up  Poland.  But  the  tsar  stuck  to  the  alliance 
with  Prussia,  and  in  the  summer  Austria  joined  the  coalition.  The 
war  was  then  renewed,  and  on  October  16-19,  1813,  at  the  great 
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Courtesy  Mus&e  de  Versailles 

Napoleon  Saying  Farewell  to  His  Generals  after  His  Abdication 
This  scene  took  place  at  Fontainebleau  in  1814.  Napoleon’s  secretary  de¬ 
scribed  it:  “Napoleon  took  General  Petit  in  his  arms  and  kissed  the  flag,  and 
the  silence  .  .  .  was  broken  only  by  the  sobs  of  the  soldiers.”  From  a  painting 

by  Vernet. 

Battle  of  Leipzig  (sometimes  called  the  Battle  of  the  Nations)  the 
coalition  completely  defeated  Napoleon  and  drove  his  broken  army 
back  across  the  Rhine  into  France. 

The  French  people  had  become  weary  of  Napoleon’s  exploits, 
especially  now  that  he  was  fighting  a  losing  battle.  His  continual 
wars  meant  that  every  year  taxes  were  higher,  every  year  more  young 
men  were  conscripted  for  the  armies — and  all  for  a  European 
empire  which  did  them  little  good.  Besides,  every  year  Napoleon’s 
government  of  France  became  more  despotic  and  he  himself  less 
approachable  and  more  irritable.  So  it  was  almost  with  indiffer¬ 
ence  that  the  French  people  watched  Napoleon  make  his  last 
desperate  resistance.  Fighting  brilliantly  against  overwhelming 
odds,  he  was  driven  slowly  back  along  the  Marne  River  towards 
Paris. 

The  allied  armies  entered  Paris  on  March  31,  1814.  But  the 


428 


POLITICAL  AND  SOCIAL  REVOLUTION 


French  Senate,  under  the  lead  of  Talleyrand,  had  already  arranged 
with  the  allies  for  restoration  of  the  Bourbon  monarchy;  on  April  2 
it  voted  to  depose  Napoleon,  and  four  days  later  it  proclaimed 
Louis  XVIII  King  of  France.  Beaten  by  his  enemies  and  deserted 
by  his  friends,  Napoleon  would  still  have  fought  on;  but  when 
even  his  generals  refused  to  obey  him  he  gave  up.  On  April  11  he 
signed  an  abdication,  resigning  for  himself  and  his  heirs  the 
thrones  of  France  and  Italy.  In  return,  the  allied  governments 
agreed  that  he  might  retain  the  title  of  Emperor;  and,  in  order 
that  he  might  have  something  to  govern  with  this  magnificent 
title,  they  gave  him  the  tiny  island  of  Elba,  on  condition  that  he 
would  never  leave  it. 

How  Napoleon  came  back  from  Elba,  was  joyously  received,  again 
defeated,  and  at  last  carried  off  to  St.  Helena,  1815.  Having  now, 
as  they  thought,  got  rid  of  Napoleon  forever,  the  allies  signed 
with  Louis  XVIII  the  first  Treaty  of  Paris  (May  30,  1814).  By 
this  treaty,  peace  was  declared  between  France  and  the  allied 
powers.  The  boundaries  of  France  were  declared  to  be  the  same 
as  they  had  been  on  January  1,  1792,  so  that  France  was  given,  not 
the  Rhine  frontier,  but  very  nearly  the  same  frontier  that  she  had 
had  before  the  Revolution. 

But  Napoleon  was  not  quite  done  for  yet.  On  February  26, 
1815,  he  slipped  out  of  Elba  and  landed  on  the  south  coast  of 
France.  His  journey  to  Paris  was  a  triumphal  march.  Everywhere 
the  people  greeted  him  with  joyous  enthusiasm.  Meeting  some 
old  soldiers  sent  to  arrest  him,  the  “Little  Corporal”  threw  open 
his  coat  with  a  dramatic  gesture  and  invited  them  to  fire  on  their 
former  leader.  They  threw  down  their  arms  and  embraced  him, 
weeping.  Everywhere  it  was  the  same;  and  when  Napoleon 
reached  Paris,  poor  old  Louis  XVIII  had  already  bundled  his 
family  into  carriages  which  were  trundling  off  toward  the  Belgian 
frontier. 

For  a  “Hundred  Days”  Napoleon  again  ruled  in  France.  Once 
more  he  raised  an  army— the  last  one  he  ever  commanded— and 
moved  north  into  Belgium,  where  the  English  and  Prussians  were. 
On  June  15-16  he  succeeded  in  dividing  the  English  forces  of 
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Wellington  and  the  Prussian  forces  of  Bliicher  at  Ligny  and 
Ouatre  Bras.  As  his  object  was  to  take  Brussels,  capital  of  Bel¬ 
gium,  Napoleon  moved  northward  until  he  was  stopped  by 
Wellington  at  Waterloo.  On  the  eighteenth  of  June,  Napoleon 
launched  his  army  against  Wellington  at  Waterloo  for  five  hours 
in  vain.  Wellington  was  hoping  that  Bliicher  would  come  to  the 
aid  of  the  English.  About  four  o’clock  in  the  afternoon  Bliicher’s 
army  was  sighted,  coming  from  the  direction  of  Wavre.  His 
arrival  turned  the  virtual  defeat  of  Napoleon  into  a  rout.  He  had 
lost  30,000  soldiers  and  all  of  his  guns;  and  when  he  reached  Paris 
on  June  21,  still  determined  to  resist  the  approaching  allies,  he 
found  that  his  power  had  collapsed  in  France  as  well  as  in  Europe. 
The  emperor  had  played  his  last  card  and  lost  the  game. 

On  July  7,  1815,  the  allies  again  entered  Paris.  Once  more 
Louis  XVIII  was  restored  to  the  throne,  and  once  more  he  signed 
a  treaty  with  the  European  powers— the  second  Treaty  of  Paris 
(November  20,  1815) .  By  this  treaty  an  indemnity  of  700,000,000 
francs  was  exacted  from  France,  and  as  a  guarantee  of  good  be¬ 
havior  and  payment  of  the  indemnity,  foreign  troops  were  to  be 
stationed  in  France  for  a  period  of  years  (actually  until  1818). 

This  time  the  allies  were  determined  to  take  no  chances  with 
Napoleon.  Stripped  of  his  titles,  and  publicly  proclaimed  an 
“enemy  and  disturber  of  the  tranquillity  of  the  world/’  he  was 
carried  off  to  the  distant  isle  of  St.  Helena,  where  he  was  carefully 
guarded  by  a  British  garrison.  Napoleon  was  forty-six  years  old 
when  he  landed  on  the  island  of  St.  Helena.  For  nearly  six  years, 
in  that  silent  and  lonely  retreat,  far  from  the  world’s  affairs,  the 
little  man  in  the  cocked  hat,  who  for  fifteen  years  had  shaped  the 
destinies  of  Europe,  fretted  away  his  life  in  idleness  and  despair. 
He  died  on  May  5,  1821,  at  the  age  of  fifty-one. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  How  would  you  define  a  “great  man”?  Was  Napoleon  a 
greater  man  than  Lincoln?  than  Shakespeare?  What  were 
the  qualities  that  enabled  Napoleon  to  accomplish  more  than 
ordinary  men? 
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2.  How  did  Napoleon  first  become  famous?  What  was  the 
Treaty  of  Campo-Formio?  the  Cisalpine  Republic?  What  is 
a  coup  d'etat?  How  was  the  Directory  overturned? 

3.  What  were  the  chief  features  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
Decennial  Consulate?  How  was  Napoleon’s  government 
modified  in  1802?  in  1804?  Why  had  the  people  ceased  to 
care  much  about  the  republic?  Why  were  they  willing  to 
submit  to  Napoleon? 

4.  What  steps  did  Napoleon  take  to  maintain  the  changes 
brought  about  by  the  Revolution?  What  was  the  Concordat? 
Why  was  it  important?  What  was  the  Civil  Code?  How 
did  Napoleon  organize  the  public  schools?  What  part  of 
Napoleon’s  work  in  reorganizing  France  was  permanent? 

5.  What  were  the  causes  of  the  war  with  Austria  in  1805?  What 
changes  were  made  in  the  political  organization  of  Germany 
between  1803  and  1806?  in  the  political  organization  of  Italy? 

6.  What  were  the  results  of  the  war  with  Prussia  in  1807?  How 
did  Napoleon  aim  to  change  the  social  and  economic  institu¬ 
tions  of  Germany  and  Italy? 

7.  What  was  the  extent  of  Napoleon’s  empire  in  1807?  What 
were  the  various  dependent  states? 

8.  What  was  Napoleon’s  aim  in  establishing  the  '‘Continental 
system”? 

9.  How  did  Napoleon  become  involved  in  the  conquest  of 
Spain?  In  what  way  did  he  miscalculate  the  difficulties?  How 
did  the  Spanish  affair  lead  to  the  Austrian  war  of  1809? 

10.  What  were  the  causes  of  the  breach  between  Russia  and 
Napoleon  in  1812?  What  did  Napoleon  expect  to  accomplish 
by  the  Russian  campaign  in  1812?  Why  did  he  go  on  to 
Moscow?  Why  did  he  remain  in  Moscow  five  weeks?  Why 
did  he  retreat  from  Moscow  without  having  made  peace? 
Why  was  the  retreat  a  disaster? 

11.  What  was  the  importance  of  the  Battle  of  Leipzig?  Was  this 
a  more  decisive  battle  than  Waterloo?  Give  the  reason  for 
your  answer. 

12.  Why  did  the  French  people  not  support  Napoleon  with  much 
enthusiasm  in  1814?  What  were  the  terms  of  the  first  Treaty 
of  Paris?  What  were  the  terms  of  the  second  Treaty  of  Paris? 
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For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  How  many  of  these  words  can  you  define  or  identify? 


H.  G.  Wells 

idealogue 

personification 

Ligurian 

autocracy 

blockade 

Civil  Code 

regicide 

conscription 

prefect 

indemnity 

grandiose 

coup  d'etat 

romance 

Hanse 

Tribunate 

lycee 

Bourbon 

Consulate 

Cisalpine 

Directory 

2.  Can  you  name  one  or  more  events  which  happened  in  each 
of  the  years  from  1795  to  1815?  If  not,  prepare  a  list  of  such 
events. 

3.  Be  prepared  to  locate  towns  and  regions  mentioned  in  this 
chapter. 

4.  (a)  If  you  had  been  living  in  France  in  the  year  1810,  would 
you  have  been  an  admirer  of  Napoleon  or  not?  Write  down 
reasons  for  your  answer. 

(b)  What  would  have  been  your  opinion  of  Napoleon  in 
1815?  Write  down  your  reasons. 

5.  Question  for  discussion:  Would  the  nations  of  Europe  be 
better  off  today  if  they  had  been  “fused  into  one”  and  this 
union  had  lasted?  (Keep  this  question  in  mind  as  you  go  on 
with  your  study  of  European  history.) 

6.  Write  a  concise  analysis  of  (a)  the  achievements  of  Napoleon 
which  were  lasting;  (b)  the  achievements  of  Napoleon  which 
failed;  (c)  the  reasons  for  failure. 
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HOW  THE  GREAT  POWERS  TRIED  TO 
SAFEGUARD  EUROPE  AGAINST 
REVOLUTION 

AND  HOW  THE  PEOPLE  KEPT  ON  MAKING  REVOLU¬ 
TIONS  IN  SPITE  OF  THEM,  1815-1848 


The  golden  age  of  the  human  race  is  not  behind  us,  but 
ahead  of  us;  our  fathers  will  never  see  it,  our  children  will 
see  it  some  day ;  it  is  for  us  to  prepare  the  way.  Saint-Simon 

I.  How  the  Great  Powers  Tried  to  Prevent  Revolution  and 
Preserve  the  Peace  of  Europe 

Why  the  ruling  classes  wished  to  set  aside  the  results  of  the 
Revolution.  When  Napoleon  was  sent  off  to  St.  Helena,  not  many 
people  were  altogether  sorry.  Even  the  French  people,  who  had 
admired  Napoleon  and  were  proud  of  the  glory  he  had  conferred 
on  France,  were  tired  of  constant  war,  and  so  they  were  inclined 
to  say,  “Well,  he  was  a  great  man,  but  he  turned  the  world  upside 
down  too  much.” 

The  kings,  statesmen,  and  nobles  of  Europe  of  course  felt  much 
more  strongly  about  it.  They  regarded  the  Revolution  as  a  kind 
of  wild  outburst  of  anarchy  and  atheism,  and  Napoleon’s  exploits 
as  the  natural  result  of  the  Revolution.  They  commonly  referred 
to  the  Revolution  as  “Jacobinism,”  and  to  Napoleon’s  activities  as 
“Bonapartism,”  and  to  them  these  words  had  much  the  same 
frightful  sound  that  the  word  “bolshevism”  has  for  many  people 
today.  For  nearly  twenty-five  years  rulers  and  statesmen  had 
been  fighting  Jacobinism  and  Bonapartism,  and  in  1815  they  felt 
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that  at  last  they  had  the  upper  hand.  They  were  firmly  convinced 
that  through  their  efforts  European  civilization  had  been  saved 
from  destruction.  Naturally,  therefore,  they  wished  as  far  as  pos¬ 
sible  to  restore  the  political  system  of  Europe  as  it  had  been  before 
the  Revolution  and  Napoleon  came  to  disturb  it.  With  this 
object  in  view,  they  met  at  Vienna  to  discuss  what  should  be  done. 

The  Congress  of  Vienna  and  the  Settlement  of  1815.  It  was  a 
brilliant  company  that  assembled  in  the  ancient  capital  of  Austria. 
There  was  Tsar  Alexander  of  Russia,  Emperor  Francis  of  Austria, 
and  King  Frederick  William  of  Prussia.  There  were  the  most 
famous  statesmen  of  Europe,  among  them  Castlereagh  and  the 
Duke  of  Wellington  from  England,  Nesselrode  from  Russia, 
Hardenberg  from  Prussia,  the  famous  Metternich  from  Austria, 
and  the  still  more  famous  Talleyrand  from  France.  Besides  official 
representatives,  innumerable  ladies  and  gentlemen  of  Europe's 
social  aristocracy  came  to  dance  and  gossip  and  intrigue.  The 
mass  of  the  people  had  no  representatives  at  the  Congress  of 
Vienna  and  no  way  of  making  their  wishes  known  there.  It  was 
an  assembly  of  kings,  nobles,  and  other  high-placed  favorites  of 
fortune  who  knew  not  what  the  people  were  thinking.  They 
themselves  were  thinking  that  days  of  war  and  revolution  were 
over,  that  all  the  nonsense  about  liberty  and  equality  was  a  thing 
of  the  past. 

Although  many  small  states  were  represented,  the  principal 
decisions  of  the  Congress  of  Vienna  were  made  by  five  great 
powers — Russia,  Austria,  Prussia,  England,  and  France.  After 
much  discussion  and  some  bitter  quarrels  a  great  many  treaties 
were  drafted  and  signed.  These  treaties,  together  with  the  second 
Treaty  of  Paris  which  restored  the  Bourbon  monarchy  in  France, 
constituted  what  the  statesmen  of  that  time  called  the  Settlement 
of  1815.  In  making  that  settlement  the  great  powers  were  guided 
by  three  main  aims,  which  they  called  the  principles  of  compensa¬ 
tion,  restoration,  and  guarantees. 

Compensation.  Each  great  power,  and  each  little  power  too, 
wished  to  get  as  much  as  possible  for  itself  in  the  way  of  territory 
and  political  advantage.  France  obtained  less  than  the  other 
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great  powers,  but  by  the  second  Treaty  of  Paris  she  acquired  a 
little  more  territory  than  she  had  had  before  1789.  Prussia  wanted 
all  of  her  former  territory  back  again,  but  since  Russia  demanded 
the  greater  part  of  Poland,  Prussia  was  “compensated”  by  Swedish 
Pomerania,  one  third  of  Saxony,  and  a  large  block  of  territory  on 
both  sides  of  the  Rhine,  which  included  such  important  cities  as 
Cologne  and  Koblenz.  Austria  received  back  her  former  province 
of  Galicia;  and  for  the  loss  of  Belgium,  which  she  did  not  want, 
she  received  Salzburg,  the  Tyrol,  and  the  Italian  provinces  of 
Venetia  and  Lombardy.  England  received  nothing  on  the  conti¬ 
nent  of  Europe,  but  she  added  to  her  colonial  possessions  the 
islands  of  Malta  and  Ceylon,  and  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  besides 
some  territories  of  less  importance  in  Africa  and  the  West  Indies. 

Restoration.  Besides  adding  to  their  own  possessions,  the  great 
powers  wished  to  safeguard  Europe  from  the  radical  ideas  which 
might  lead  to  revolution.  This  they  sought  to  do  by  restoring,  as 
far  as  possible,  the  ruling  dynasties  which  had  been  overturned 
by  the  Revolution  or  by  Napoleon.  Bourbon  kings  were  restored 
in  France,  Spain,  and  Naples.  The  old  rulers  were  restored  in  the 
Papal  States,  Tuscany,  Sardinia,  and  some  of  the  German  states. 
The  hundreds  of  tiny  German  states  that  had  disappeared  between 
1803  and  1806  were  not  restored;  but  Germany  was  still  divided 
into  a  great  number  of  states  (thirty-eight  in  all);  and  in  place  of 
the  old  Empire  there  was  now  a  German  Confederation,  so  de¬ 
vised  that  Austrian  and  Prussian  influence  was  again  dominant  in 
Germany,  as  it  had  been  before  1789.  Italy  was  likewise  divided 
into  many  small  states  whose  autocratic  rulers  were  for  the  most 
part  bound  hand  and  foot  to  Austria.  Thus,  with  the  old  autoc¬ 
racies  restored  in  most  states,  and  with  Austrian  influence  once 
more  predominant  in  Italy  and  Germany,  the  great  powers  felt 
that  they  had  done  much  to  safeguard  Europe  from  the  danger  of 
revolutions  and  radical  ideas. 

Guarantees.  For  twenty-five  years  Europe  had  suffered  from 
military  aggression  on  the  part  of  France.  The  statesmen  at  Vienna 
tried  to  guarantee  Europe  against  this  danger  in  the  future  by 
creating  what  was  called  the  “Rhine  barrier.”  The  country  which 
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A  Scene  in  Zurich,  Switzerland,  Early  Nineteenth  Century 
The  Swiss  have  kept  their  independence  since  the  Middle  Ages,  an  inde¬ 
pendence  formally  guaranteed  in  the  Treaty  of  Westphalia  (1648). 


could  be  most  easily  overrun  by  French  armies  was  Belgium.  To 
strengthen  this  frontier  against  France,  Belgium  and  Holland  were 
united  to  form  one  kingdom  under  the  famous  old  Dutch  House 
of  Orange.  Southeast  of  Holland-Belgium  was  the  territory  given 
to  Prussia.  It  was  hoped  that  the  possession  of  this  territory  would 
give  Prussia  a  special  interest  in  guarding  the  Rhine  against 
France.  Still  further  south  was  the  Swiss  Confederation,  which 
was  now  “neutralized”— that  is,  each  of  the  great  powers  signed  a 
treaty  agreeing  not  to  violate  the  neutrality  of  Switzerland.  This 
arrangement  was  also  directed  primarily  against  France. 

How  the  great  powers  tried  to  suppress  revolutions.  Having 
made  the  Settlement  of  1815,  the  Great  Powers  tried  to  preserve  it 
by  suppressing  all  attempts  at  revolution.  Since  the  Revolution 
had  occurred  in  France,  they  felt  that  the  chief  danger  would 
come  from  France.  Accordingly,  four  great  powers  (England, 
Russia,  Austria,  and  Prussia)  signed  a  secret  treaty  of  alliance 
against  France.  By  this  treaty  they  agreed  to  act  in  concert  to 
maintain  Louis  XVIII  on  the  throne  of  France  and  to  suppress 
any  dangerous  revolution  which  might  in  future  “convulse 
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Courtesy  Bibliotheque  Rationale 


Reading  the  Newspapers  in  a  Cafe  in  Paris 
Censorship  was  evidently  not  so  strict  at  the  period  when  this  engraving  by 
Boilly  was  made.  As  the  cost  of  a  subscription  was  rather  high,  several  people 
would  subscribe  for  one  paper  and  pass  it  from  one  to  another. 

France.”  In  addition  they  agreed  to  “renew  their  meetings  at 
fixed  periods”  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  peace  of  Europe. 
In  1818  France  herself  was  admitted  to  this  alliance  for  certain 
purposes.  This  alliance  of  the  great  powers  is  known  as  the  Con¬ 
cert  of  Europe,  and  its  chief  purpose  was  to  suppress  revolutionary 
movements  that  might  lead  to  war  or  overturn  the  Settlement  of 
1815. 

The  revolutions  so  much  feared  by  the  rulers  and  statesmen  of 
the  great  powers  were  not  long  in  coming,  and  they  were  brought 
about  by  the  very  measures  taken  to  prevent  them.  In  Austria,  for 
example,  nothing  could  be  printed  until  it  passed  the  government 
censor.  Officials  examined  all  foreign  books  at  the  customs  houses 
in  order  to  see  that  no  liberal  ideas  crossed  the  frontier.  In  uni¬ 
versities  government  spies  slipped  into  lecture  rooms  to  see  that 
professors  taught  no  dangerous  notions,  and  a  list  of  all  books 
taken  out  of  the  library  by  professors  was  turned  in  to  the  govern¬ 
ment. 

In  Germany  similar  methods  were  adopted.  Even  in  England, 
where  freedom  of  speech  and  press  had  prevailed  for  more  than 
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a  century,  a  repressive  policy  was  adopted  by  the  Conservative 
government.  After  the  Napoleonic  wars,  business  was  less  thriving 
and  many  people  were  out  of  work.  There  were  some  labor  riots. 
Meetings  were  held  at  which  laborers  demanded  political  reform. 
At  Manchester  a  great  meeting  was  addressed  by  “Orator"  Hunt, 
a  labor  leader,  who  proposed  that  the  government  should  be 
petitioned  to  grant  laborers  the  right  to  vote.  The  meeting  was 
regarded  as  dangerous.  Troops  were  sent  in  to  disperse  it,  and 
some  people  were  shot  down.  The  frightened  government  pro¬ 
fessed  to  see  in  these  activities  the  sinister  beginnings  of  an 
English  Reign  of  Terror.  Accordingly,  in  1817  it  suspended 
the  Habeas  Corpus  Act  which  for  a  hundred  years  had  guaranteed 
the  English  people  against  arbitrary  arrest  and  imprisonment;  and 
in  1819  it  passed  six  acts,  popularly  known  as  the  “Gag  Laws," 
which  greatly  restricted  freedom  of  speech,  of  the  press,  and  of 
public  discussion. 

All  these  repressive  measures  encouraged  the  very  ideas  and 
activities  they  were  designed  to  prevent.  Prevented  from  meeting 
and  speaking  in  the  open,  people  organized  secret  societies,  met 
under  cover  of  night,  and  aired  their  grievances'  by  candlelight. 
The  most  famous  of  these  secret  societies  was  the  Carbonari 
(“Charcoal  Burners").  Organized  in  Italy,  it  spread  to  other 
countries.  In  1820  revolutions  occurred  in  Naples  and  Spain, 
which  forced  the  kings  of  these  countries  to  adopt  a  constitutional 
form  of  government,  and  in  1821  the  Greeks  started  a  revolution 
to  win  their  independence  from  Turkey. 

These  revolutions,  by  threatening  to  overturn  the  Settlement  of 
1815,  created  the  sort  of  situation  which  the  Concert  of  Europe 
was  formed  to  deal  with.  Accordingly,  the  Great  Powers  held  a 
conference,  or  “Congress,"  at  Troppau  in  1820,  and  another  at 
Verona  in  1821,  to  decide  what  should  be  done.  They  did  not 
agree  well,  since  their  “national  interests"  were  somewhat  different, 
but  in  the  end  the  revolution  in  Naples  was  suppressed  by  Austria, 
and  the  revolution  in  Spain  was  suppressed  by  France.  To  settle 
the  Greek  question,  a  Congress  was  called  to  meet  at  St.  Peters¬ 
burg  in  1825,  but  the  Great  Powers  were  so  divided  on  this  ques- 
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tion  that  the  Congress  never  met,  and  in  the  end  the  Greeks 
won  their  independence  (1829). 

II.  How  the  People  Went  on  Making  Revolutions  with  more 

or  less  Success,  1830-1848 

Revolutions  of  1830-1832  in  France,  Belgium,  and  England.  The 

failure  of  the  Great  Powers  to  agree  on  the  Greek  revolution  ended 
the  effort  to  suppress  revolution  by  united  action.  Meantime,  the 
old  fear  of  revolution  and  war  had  greatly  abated.  In  1830  only 
very  old  people  could  remember  the  French  Revolution,  and  only 
the  old  or  the  middle-aged  could  remember  vividly  the  stirring 
events  of  Napoleon’s  day.  But  the  “younger  generation,”  men 
and  women  under  thirty,  could  not  remember  the  Revolution  at 
all,  and  even  the  Napoleonic  wars  were  things  they  had  heard  of 
rather  than  experienced.  The  great  Napoleon  himself,  who  had 
died  in  1821,  was  already  becoming  a  figure  half  forgotten,  half 
mythical.  Thus  it  happened  that  as  the  years  passed  people  re¬ 
membered  less  vividly  the  dangers  of  war  and  revolution  which 
had  seemed  so  real  in  1815,  and  were  less  averse  to  new  ideas  and 
a  modification  of  political  and  social  institutions. 

The  failure  of  the  Concert  of  Europe  and  the  rise  of  a  more 
liberal  spirit  prepared  the  way  for  the  revolutionary  movements 
of  1830,  which  occurred  in  many  countries.  In  Italy,  Germany, 
and  Poland  they  were  suppressed  by  the  governments  of  those 
countries.  But  in  France  and  Belgium  they  succeeded,  and  in 
England  in  1832  the  English  Parliament  passed  a  “Reform  Bill” 
which  may  be  considered  a  revolution. 

The  July  Revolution  of  1830  in  France.  In  France  the  Restora¬ 
tion  of  1814-1815  had  restored  the  Bourbon  monarchy  by  placing 
Louis  XVIII  on  the  throne.  Louis  granted  to  the  French  people 
a  constitution  known  as  the  Charter  of  1814.  The  charter  prom¬ 
ised  to  keep  the  Civil  Code  which  Napoleon  had  established;  that 
is  to  say,  it  promised  to  keep  the  equality  of  rights  which  had  been 
won  by  the  great  Revolution.  The  charter  also  provided  for  a 
measure  of  political  freedom.  According  to  the  charter,  the  king 
could  rule  only  with  the  consent  of  a  Chamber  of  Peers  appointed 
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by  the  king  and  a  Chamber  of  Deputies  elected  by  those  people 
who  paid  rather  high  taxes.  Only  about  80,000  people  out  of  a 
population  of  30,000,000  had  the  right  to  vote  for  members  of 
the  Chamber  of  Deputies.  Thus  the  Bourbon  monarchy  was 
restored;  but  it  was  now  a  constitutional  instead  of  an  autocratic 
monarchy. 

The  majority  of  the  people  were  pretty  well  satisfied  with  this 
arrangement,  and  no  serious  difficulties  arose  as  long  as  Louis 
|  XVIII  reigned.  But  many  former  nobles  and  clergy — especially 
those  who  had  emigrated  during  the  Revolution— were  not  con¬ 
tent  with  the  charter  or  with  any  form  of  constitutional  govern¬ 
ment.  They  had  come  trooping  back  to  France  in  1815,  expecting 
to  recover  all  the  property  and  privileges  they  had  lost.  Since  they 
were  more  conservative  than  the  king  they  were  called  “Ultra- 
Royalists.” 

Among  the  leaders  of  this  party  were  famous  writers,  such  as 
Chateaubriand  and  Joseph  de  Maistre.  But  the  chief  leader  was 
the  king’s  brother,  the  Count  of  Artois.  Of  all  the  enemies  of  the 
i  Revolution  he  was  the  most  bitter.  In  1824  he  became  King 
Charles  X,  and  he  at  once  Set  about  to  restore,  so  far  as  possible, 
the  privileges  of  the  nobles  and  clergy.  He  made  no  secret  of 
his  purpose.  “I  would  rather  saw  wood,”  he  said,  “than  be  a  king 
of  the  English  type.”  His  object  was,  in  fact,  to  undo  the  work  of 
the  Revolution  and  to  restore  the  autocratic  monarchy  and  the 
privileged  classes  of  nobles  and  clergy. 

As  soon  as  this  became  clear,  the  Chamber  of  Deputies  refused 
to  support  the  king’s  measures.  Since  the  Chamber  of  Deputies 
refused  to  support  him,  the  king  decided  to  ignore  it.  In  July, 
1830,  he  therefore  issued  three  famous  ordinances,  known  as  the 
“July  Ordinances,”  which  virtually  set  aside  the  Charter  of  1814, 
and  restored  the  autocratic  monarchy.  The  immediate  result  of 
these  actions  was  the  July  Revolution  of  1830. 

The  July  Revolution  was  confined  to  Paris,  and  it  lasted  only 
a  few  days.  The  fighting  was  done  by  the  lower-class  people  who, 
under  the  lead  of  Cavaignac  and  Lafayette,  demanded  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  republic.  They  began  by  tearing  up  cobblestones 
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and  building  barricades  across  the  narrow  winding  streets.  Behind 
these  barricades  they  fought  the  king’s  soldiers.  The  king’s 
soldiers  were  not  very  keen  to  fire  on  the  people,  and  so  after 
three  days  of  fighting  they  retired  out  of  Paris,  and  the  king  retired 
with  them  as  gracefully  as  he  could.  Seeing  that  he  was  beaten, 
Charles  X  promised  to  withdraw  the  hated  ordinances  and  to  rule 
according  to  the  charter.  But  the  insurgents  said  that  it  was  too 
late  for  that.  They  had  won  the  revolution,  and  now  they  de¬ 
manded  a  republic. 

The  Republican  party  of  Lafayette  and  Cavaignac  established 
its  headquarters  at  the  Hotel  de  Ville  (City  Hall).  Meantime,  a 
more  moderate  revolutionary  party  had  established  its  headquarters 
at  the  Palais  Bourbon  across  the  river.  This  party,  which  included 
the  famous  historians  Guizot  and  Thiers,  represented  the  middle- 
class  people,  who  were  strongly  opposed  to  Charles  X  but  were  by 
no  means  in  favor  of  a  republic.  When  Charles  promised  to 
withdraw  the  ordinances  and  rule  according  to  the  charter,  they 
would  willingly  have  recognized  him  as  king  again.  Yet  what 
could  they  do?  The  Republicans  had  a  military  force,  led  by  the 
great  Lafayette,  while  they  had  no  force  at  all  except  their  tongues. 
So  the  parties — the  talkers  and  the  fighters — faced  each  other  across 
the  river. 

This  was  the  situation  when,  on  July  30,  the  young  historian 
Thiers  and  the  shrewd  old  diplomat  Talleyrand  proposed  that  Louis 
Philippe,  Duke  of  Orleans,  should  be  recognized  as  king  in  place 
of  Charles  X.  They  felt  that  Louis  Philippe  might  satisfy  both 
parties.  He  was  a  prince  of  royal  blood,  and  so  the  Moderates 
and  even  the  Ultra-Royalists  might  be  satisfied  to  have  him  for 
their  king.  On  the  other  hand,  he  had  supported  the  Revolution 
of  1789  in  its  early  years.  Since  1815  he  had  not  been  on  friendly 
terms  with  his  relations,  Louis  XVIII  and  Charles  X.  But  he  was 
a  well-known  figure  in  Paris.  He  was  often  seen  walking  through 
the  streets  carrying  an  umbrella,  and  he  had  been  known  to  stop 
and  talk  with  ordinary  people.  For  these  reasons  it  was  hoped 
that  the  Republicans  might  accept  Louis  Philippe  as  king  in  spite 
of  the  fact  that  he  was  of  royal  blood. 
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Courtesy  Musee  de  Versailles 

The  National  Guard  in  the  Courtyard  of  the  Louvre 
This  painting  by  Gassies  records  an  episode  in  1830.  During  the  month  of 
December  street  fighting  occurred,  and  the  National  Guard  was  called  into 

action. 

The  Moderate  party  at  the  Palais  Bourbon  therefore  invited 
Louis  Philippe  to  take  the  title  of  “Lieutenant-General  of  the 
Kingdom.”  On  July  31,  dressed  in  a  general’s  uniform  and  wear¬ 
ing  a  tricolor,  he  rode  across  the  river  from  the  Palais  Bourbon  to 
the  Hotel  de  Ville.  Crowds  of  people  watched  this  famous  ride, 
for  the  point  of  it  was  to  see  what  the  Republicans  would  do. 
Would  they  accept  Louis  Philippe  or  not?  It  really  depended  on 
Lafayette,  who  commanded  the  armed  forces  of  the  Republicans. 
In  this  crisis  Lafayette  preferred  to  make  a  king  rather  than  to 
fight  for  the  uncertain  cause  of  the  republic.  Lie  therefore  ap¬ 
peared  on  the  balcony  of  the  Hotel  de  Ville  and  embraced  Louis 
Philippe  before  all  the  people.  This  meant  that  the  Republicans 
accepted  Louis  Philippe  as  king. 

The  July  Revolution  of  1830  was  a  slight  affair  compared  to  the 
great  Revolution  of  1789.  It  was  not  a  great  social  upheaval,  nor 
did  it  even  change  the  form  of  government  very  much.  The 
government  of  France  under  Louis  Philippe,  who  ruled  till  1848, 
was  much  the  same  as  it  had  been  under  Louis  XVIII  and  Charles 
X.  It  was  still  a  government  for  and  by  the  wealthy  people.  For 
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this  reason  the  reign  of  Louis  Philippe  is  often  called  the  period 
of  the  “bourgeois  monarchy.”  Balzac,  in  his  powerful  novels,  has 
described  French  society  during  the  bourgeois  monarchy,  when 
money  was  the  golden  key  to  social  influence  and  political  power. 

The  wealthy  and  well-to-do  middle-class  people  were  well  satis¬ 
fied  with  the  results  of  the  July  Revolution,  but  the  working-class 
Republicans  were  much  disgruntled.  When  they  accepted  Louis 
Philippe,  they  expected  to  have  something  done  for  them.  But 
they  were  not  even  given  the  right  to  vote.  The  Republican 
leader,  Cavaignac,  said:  “We  have  yielded  because  we  are  not  yet 
strong  enough.  Later  it  will  be  different.” 

The  Belgian  revolution  of  1830.  In  1814-1815  the  Great  Powers 
had  united  Holland  and  Belgium  in  order  to  create  a  strong  state 
to  guard  the  lower  Rhine  against  France.  It  was  an  unwise 
arrangement  because  the  Dutch  and  the  Belgians  were  really  two 
different  nations.  The  Belgians  complained  that  the  taxes  bore 
more  heavily  on  them  than  on  the  Dutch,  and  that  the  Dutch 
king,  William  I,  tried  to  compel  all  public  officials  to  use  the 
Dutch  language.  But  their  chief  grievance  was  that  the  Dutch, 
who  were  Protestants,  were  hostile  to  their  own  religion,  which  was 
Catholic. 

These  grievances  were  of  long  standing,  and  therefore  as  soon  as 
the  Belgians  heard  that  the  French  had  started  a  revolution  in 
Paris,  they  started  one  of  their  own  in  Brussels.  All  classes  of 
Belgians  wanted  to  be  independent  of  Holland;  but  the  Belgians, 
like  the  French,  were  divided  into  two  parties  over  the  question 
of  the  kind  of  government  to  be  established.  The  lower-class 
Radicals  wanted  a  republic,  but  the  upper-class  Moderates  wanted 
a  constitutional  monarchy.  As  in  France,  the  Moderates  proved 
stronger  than  the  Radicals.  A  constitution  was  adopted  which 
provided  for  a  king,  and  for  a  legislature  to  be  elected  by  the 
wealthy  and  well-to-do  people.  Prince  Leopold  of  Coburg  was 
invited  to  be  king  of  the  new  Belgian  state.  Thus  there  was 
established  in  Belgium,  as  a  result  of  the  revolution,  a  moderate 
constitutional  monarchy  very  similar  to  the  July  monarchy  in 
France. 
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The  Arrival  of  the  Mail 

Even  in  England,  traditional  home  of  free  speech,  the  early  nineteenth  century 
saw  repressive  measures.  However,  the  mails  at  the  same  time  were  speeded 
up,  and  more  newspapers  were  printed.  From  an  old  English  print,  engraved 

by  G.  Hunt. 

But  the  Belgians  found  it  was  easier  to  establish  a  government 
than  to  win  their  independence.  The  Dutch  king,  William, 
was  determined  to  suppress  the  rebellion  in  Belgium;  and  since  he 
had  a  good  army,  while  the  Belgians  had  none,  he  would  probably 
have  succeeded  if  the  great  powers  had  not  interfered.  In  the 
end,  largely  through  the  influence  of  France  and  England,  King 
William  was  forced  to  recognize  the  independence  of  Belgium. 
The  great  powers,  at  a  conference  held  in  London,  agreed  to  the 
separation  of  Belgium  and  Holland,  and  they  all  signed  a  treaty 
agreeing  to  respect  the  independence  of  Belgium.  This  “neutral¬ 
ization”  of  Belgium  was  really  accomplished  in  1833,  but  due 
to  the  stubbornness  of  King  William  the  definitive  treaty  was  not 
signed  until  1839. 

The  English  Reform  Bill  of  1832 — how  it  established  the  system  of 
cabinet  government.  Since  the  seventeenth  century  England  had 
been  a  constitutional  monarchy  in  which  the  king  ruled  with  the 
consent  of  Parliament.  Parliament  was  supposed  to  represent  and 
give  effect  to  the  wishes  of  the  people.  It  consisted  of  a  House 
of  Lords  and  a  House  of  Commons.  The  House  of  Lords  was 
composed  of  those  nobles  who  possessed  a  hereditary  right  to 
sit  in  it,  and  of  certain  bishops  of  the  English  Church.  This 
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body  therefore  represented  the  landowning  aristocracy— still  the 
most  powerful  class  in  England. 

The  House  of  Commons  was  composed  of  members  elected  by 
certain  people.  Each  county  sent  two  members,  who  were  chosen 
by  all  those  men  who  owned  land  in  the  county  worth  forty  shill¬ 
ings  a  year.  Certain  towns,  or  boroughs,  sent  two  members  each, 
chosen  by  those  people  (usually  a  small  number)  who  had  the 
right  of  voting.  The  House  of  Commons  was  thus  supposed  to 
represent  the  farmers  in  the  counties  and  the  middle-class  people 
in  the  towns  or  boroughs. 

This  system  of  representative  government  was  not  so  bad  in  the 
seventeenth  and  early  eighteenth  centuries  because  then  the 
county  members  represented  the  farming  classes  pretty  well,  and 
the  members  from  the  boroughs  represented  the  people  engaged 
in  industry  and  trade.  But  in  the  early  nineteenth  century  this 
was  no  longer  true.  The  reason  is  that  in  the  eighteenth  and 
early  nineteenth  centuries  important  changes,  known  as  the  In¬ 
dustrial  Revolution,  had  begun  to  develop  in  England.  Between 
1733  and  1792  certain  inventions  had  been  made  or  perfected 
which  greatly  facilitated  the  manufacture  of  cotton  cloth  and  of 
other  things.  One  of  these  was  Eli  Whitney’s  cotton  gin,  a 
machine  for  picking  seeds  out  of  raw  cotton.  Others  were  me¬ 
chanical  devices  for  spinning  and  weaving.  Perhaps  the  most 
important  was  the  perfection  of  James  Watt’s  steam  engine,  which 
could  be  used  in  place  of  man  power  for  running  machines. 

One  result  of  these  new  inventions  was  that  the  chief  industries 
came  to  be  located  in  northern  England,  where  coal  and  water 
power  were  available.  Hence,  the  industrial  cities  of  southern 
England  declined,  while  great  industrial  cities  arose  in  the  north 
—Manchester,  Birmingham,  Leeds,  Sheffield.  These  cities  had  no 
representation  in  Parliament,  but  the  old  cities  or  boroughs  of  the 
south  still  had  the  right  to  send  two  representatives,  although 
in  many  of  them  there  were  no  longer  many  people  living.  Eng¬ 
land  was  still  a  constitutional  monarchy,  in  which  the  king  ruled 
with  the  consent  of  Parliament,  but  Parliament  no  longer  repre¬ 
sented  the  business  men  and  laborers.  It  represented  chiefly  the 
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Early  Steam-Driven  Sewing-Machines 
Holloway  and  Company’s  factory  is  shown  in  this  sketch  in  the  Illustrated 
London  News.  Twenty  young  women  were  employed  in  this  factory.  At  the 
back  is  the  engine  room,  which  supplied  the  power  to  run  the  sewing-machines. 

great  landowners,  who  largely  controlled  the  elections  both  in  the 
counties  and  in  the  boroughs. 

There  had  been  talk  of  “Parliamentary  reform”  in  the  late 
eighteenth  century.  But  the  French  Revolution  and  the  Napo¬ 
leonic  wars  had  made  people  afraid  of  change  and  of  all 
radical  ideas.  Not  until  about  1820  did  the  question  of  Parlia¬ 
mentary  reform  again  arise.  There  were  then  three  political 
parties,  each  with  different  ideas  about  reform.  The  Tory  (Con¬ 
servative)  party  was  supported  chiefly  by  noble  families,  the 
country  gentry,  and  the  clergy  of  the  Anglican  Church.  These 
people  opposed  parliamentary  reform.  They  argued  somewhat  as 
follows:  “Why  change  anything?  Able  men  are  sent  to  Parlia¬ 
ment  now.  If  you  begin  to  extend  the  right  of  voting,  there  will 
be  no  stopping  until  everyone  has  the  right  to  vote,  and  then  you 
will  have  government  by  the  people,  which  will  mean  by  the  poor 
and  ignorant  people.  We  are  opposed  to  democratic  government 
because  that  is  a  kind  of  despotism— a  ‘despotism  of  the  major¬ 
ity’— which  would  be  as  bad  as  the  despotism  of  a  king.” 

The  Whig  (Liberal)  party  had  as  its  leaders  some  of  the  most 
famous  noble  families  of  England;  but  since  the  Revolution  of 
1688  this  party  had  been  supported  by  the  wealthy  industrial  class 
in  the  cities.  The  Whig  nobles  therefore  supported  parliamentary 
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reform  because  their  wealthy  middle-class  supporters  favored  it, 
but  they  were  as  much  opposed  to  democracy  as  the  Tories.  The 
Whigs  therefore  demanded  only  “partial  reform.’7  They  asked 
that  the  system  of  election  should  be  so  changed  that  the  wealthy 
and  well-to-do  middle  classes  in  the  towns  and  cities  would  have 
a  proper  representation  in  Parliament. 

The  Radical  party,  like  the  Republican  party  in  France  and  the 
Radicals  in  Belgium,  was  composed  mainly  of  working  people  in 
country  and  town,  although  it  had  as  leaders  certain  distinguished 
writers  such  as  Jeremy  Bentham,  James  Mill,  and  the  historian 
George  Grote.  Bentham  had  formulated  two  principles  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  He  said:  (1)  that  the  object  of  government  was  “the 
greatest  good  to  the  greatest  number”;  and  (2)  that  in  the  control 
of  government  “every  man  ought  to  count  for  one  and  none  for 
more  than  one.”  The  Radicals  accepted  these  democratic  prin¬ 
ciples.  They  therefore  demanded  a  thoroughgoing  “democratic” 
reform  of  Parliament. 

In  1831  the  Whigs  came  into  power,  and  Earl  Grey  introduced 
into  Parliament  a  reform  bill.  But  the  House  of  Commons  was 
about  evenly  divided  on  the  question,  and  so  the  prime  minister 
dissolved  parliament.  An  election  was  held  in  the  midst  of  great 
excitement,  and  the  result  was  that  many  of  the  old  members 
who  had  voted  against  reform  were  defeated.  The  Whigs  then 
introduced  another  reform  bill,  which  was  passed  in  the  House  of 
Commons  by  a  large  majority.  The  House  of  Lords  promptly 
rejected  it  by  a  large  majority. 

At  last  the  people  began  to  take  a  hand  in  the  business.  They 
began  to  call  for  the  abolition  of  the  House  of  Lords.  In  Bir¬ 
mingham,  150,000  people  assembled  and  declared  they  would  pay 
no  more  taxes  until  the  reform  bill  was  passed.  In.  Bristol,  shops 
were  plundered  and  buildings  destroyed.  Once  more  the  Whigs 
brought  in  a  reform  bill — the  Reform  Bill  of  1832.  The  House 
of  Lords  rejected  it.  Earl  Grey,  the  prime  minister,  then  re¬ 
signed.  When  this  became  known,  the  National  Political  Union, 
an  association  favorable  to  reform,  prepared  for  armed  rebellion. 
Birmingham  blacksmiths  worked  all  night  making  arms.  Plans 
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were  made  to  prevent  the  king’s  troops  from  leaving  London. 
The  country  was  on  the  verge  of  revolution  and  civil  war. 
The  Tories  began  to  waver,  and  the  Duke  of  Wellington  found 
that  he  could  not  form  a  ministry.  He  told  the  king  that  there 
was  only  one  thing  to  do,  to  ask  Earl  Grey  to  form  another  Whig 
ministry. 

This  the  king  did.  But  Earl  Grey  told  him  it  was  useless  to 
form  any  ministry  unless  the  House  of  Lords  could  be  forced  to 
pass  the  reform  bill.  There  was  one  way  the  king  could  do  this. 
He  could  appoint  a  sufficient  number  of  new  peers  to  pass  the 
bill.  In  order  to  avoid  a  civil  war  the  king  promised  to  do  this. 
But  the  mere  promise  was  enough,  for  the  House  of  Lords  pre¬ 
ferred  to  pass  the  reform  bill  rather  than  have  a  lot  of  new  peers 
appointed.  Thus  the  reform  bill  was  passed  by  both  the  Com- 
'  mons  and  the  Lords  and  became  a  law  in  1832. 

The  Reform  Bill  of  1832  deprived  many  of  the  old  boroughs 
of  their  representation  in  Parliament,  conferred  representation  on 
the  new  industrial  cities  of  the  north,  and  gave  additional  repre¬ 
sentatives  to  the  counties.  It  extended  the  suffrage  by  giving  the 
right  to  vote  to  all  city  "householders”  and  farmers  who  had  a 
certain  amount  of  property.  It  did  not  make  the  government  of 
England  democratic.  What  it  did  was  to  give  more  political 
power  to  the  well-to-do  middle  classes  in  city  and  country.  The 
mass  of  the  laborers  in  city  and  country  had  to  wait  another  fifty 
i  years  before  they  acquired  the  right  to  vote  (p.  560). 

Perhaps  the  most  important  result  of  the  Reform  Bill  was  to 
establish  the  principle  of  government  by  ministers  responsible  to 
the  House  of  Commons.  Before  1832  the  king,  if  he  had  the 
support  of  the  House  of  Lords,  could  appoint  ministers  even  if 
they  were  not  supported  by  a  majority  in  the  House.  But  the 
passing  of  the  Reform  Bill  showed  that  the  House  of  Commons, 
if  it  had  a  strong  popular  approval,  could  force  the  king  and  the 
Lords  to  do  what  it  wanted.  Shortly  after  the  Reform  Bill  was 
passed,  Robert  Peel,  leader  of  the  Conservative  party,  said  that 
henceforth  it  should  be  agreed  that  ministers  (the  Cabinet)  must 
not  remain  in  office,  even  if  supported  by  the  king  and  the  House 
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of  Lords,  unless  their  policies  were  supported  by  a  majority  in  the 
House  of  Commons.  After  1832  this  custom  became  established. 
The  king  must  appoint  his  ministers  from  the  party  that  has  a 
majority  in  the  House.  They  direct  the  government  so  long  as 
their  policies  are  supported  by  a  majority.  If  their  policies  are 
voted  down  by  the  House,  they  must  either  resign  or  call  for  a 
new  election.  If  their  party  wins  the  election,  they  remain  in 
office;  if  not,  the  other  party  forms  a  new  ministry.  This  is  known 
as  the  English  system  of  “cabinet  government,”  or  the  system  of 
“ministerial  responsibility”  to  the  House  of  Commons  rather  than 
to  the  king.  The  king  “reigns  but  does  not  govern.”  The  party 
that  has  a  majority  in  the  House  of  Commons  governs. 

Why  the  revolutions  of  1830  made  people  more  hopeful  about  the 
future  prospects  of  mankind.  The  time  after  1815  was  not  a  period 
of  hopefulness.  In  those  years  people  lived  under  the  shadow  of 
oppression— the  oppression  of  political  opinions  and  activities  by 
frightened  conservative  and  autocratic  governments.  The  people 
who  desired  political  liberty  had  little  hope  of  ever  obtaining  it. 
The  thought  of  the  time  was  therefore  somewhat  gloomy  and 
depressed.  Poets  and  writers  were  inclined  to  turn  away  in  dis¬ 
gust  from  questions  of  the  day,  and  to  find  consolation  in  writing 
about  themselves  or  about  events  and  people  in  the  remote  past. 
Popular  authors  like  Byron  and  Chateaubriand  wrote  a  good  deal 
about  the  sad  state  of  their  own  souls.  Historians  like  Thierry 
■described  in  brilliant  colors  the  life  of  France  in  Merovingian 
times.  Novelists  like  Walter  Scott  wrote  romances  of  the  age  of 
chivalry,  such  as  Ivanhoe. 

After  1830  the  thought  of  the  time  became  less  gloomy  and 
depressed.  The  Revolutions  of  1830  had  a  great  deal  to  do  with 
this  change.  Young  men,  especially,  were  encouraged  by  these 
successful  revolutions  to  think  that  political  liberty  and  social 
reform  were  after  all  not  impossible  to  obtain.  Poets  and  writers 
in  nearly  every  country  wrote  more  about  the  political  and  social 
problems  of  the  present  and  less  about  the  state  of  their  own  souls 
and  the  departed  glories  of  the  Middle  Ages.  Thus  the  mood  of 
depression  following  the  Napoleonic  wars  gradually  gave  way  to  a 
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mood  of  hope.  Once  more,  as  in  the  years  before  1789,  people 
looked  forward  with  enthusiasm  to  better  times  coming  for  the 
battered  old  world. 

This  faith  in  better  times  coming  reached  its  height  in  the  years 
preceding  the  revolutions  of  1848.  It  took  three  main  forms:  (1) 
the  form  of  humanitarianism— belief  in  the  possibility  of  abolish¬ 
ing  poverty  and  social  injustice;  (2)  the  form  of  political  idealism 
—belief  in  popular  government;  (3)  the  form  of  international 
pacifism — belief  that  war  would  shortly  disappear  among  civilized 
nations. 

Optimistic  faith  in  human  progress:  Humanitarianism.  Of  course 
there  have  always  been  humane  people  in  the  world.  Ancient 
philosophers,  such  as  Socrates  and  the  stoics,  and  many  religious 
sects,  such  as  the  Anabaptists  and  the  Quakers,  preached  the 
brotherhood  of  man  and  denounced  all  forms  of  cruelty  as  crimes 
against  humanity.  But  humanitarianism  is  especially  character¬ 
istic  of  the  last  hundred  and  fifty  years,  and  never  perhaps  was 
it  stronger  than  in  the  period  between  about  1830  and  1848.  It 
finds  expression  in  the  literature  of  the  time.  At  that  time  young 
people  read,  with  more  delight  than  they  do  now,  such  books  as 
Harriet  Beecher  Stowe’s  Uncle  Tom's  Cabin ,  Victor  Hugo’s  Les 
Miserables,  and  Charles  Dickens’  Oliver  Twist  and  David  Copper- 
field.  These  stories  are  a  little  too  sentimental  for  our  taste,  but 
the  point  is  that  they  were  designed  to  arouse  strong  sympathy 
for  the  poor  and  oppressed. 

Humanitarianism  is  also  reflected  in  the  social  legislation  of  the 
first  half  of  the  nineteenth  century.  In  France  many  inhumane 
practices,  including  slavery  in  the  colonies,  were  abolished  during 
the  Revolution.  Slavery  in  the  colonies,  restored  by  Napoleon, 
was  again  abolished  in  1848.  Slavery  in  the  British  colonies  was 
abolished  in  1833;  and  in  England  itself,  during  the  thirty  years 
from  1820  to  1850,  a  host  of  inhumane  laws  and  practices  were 
swept  away.  The  death  penalty  for  petty  crimes  was  abolished, 
and  laws  were  passed  for  the  protection  of  workers— especially 
women  and  children— employed  in  certain  industries. 

Faith  in  a  better  time  coming  inspired  many  men  to  write 
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books  showing  how  it  could  be  brought  about  by  changing  the 
conditions  of  economic  and  social  life.  These  writers  are  often 

called  Socialists  or  Utopian  Social¬ 
ists.  The  best  known  of  these  are 
Robert  Owen,  Saint-Simon,  and 
Fourier. 

Robert  Owen  was  an  English 
manufacturer  who  believed  that 
the  misery  of  the  working  classes 
was  due  to  the  struggle  between 
employers  and  wage-earners.  To 
show  how  this  could  be  remedied, 
he  took  a  personal  interest  in  the 
laborers  in  his  own  industry,  and 
in  many  ways  greatly  improved  their 
conditions.  Becoming  more  social¬ 
istic  in  his  ideas,  Owen  later  estab¬ 
lished  a  socialistic  community  at 
New  Harmony,  Indiana. 

Fourier  and  Saint-Simon  were 
French  writers  who  proposed  that 
the  production  of  wealth  should  be 
managed  by  the  government  and  the  wealth  thus  produced  be 
distributed  among  all  people  according  to  some  just  principle. 
Many  attempts  were  made,  both  in  France  and  the  United  States, 
to  establish  little  communities  on  the  basis  of  Fourier’s  idea.  The 
most  famous  of  these  was  the  experiment  at  Brook  Farm  in  New 
England. 

These  attempts  illustrate  the  faith  in  a  better  order  of  society 
which  was  so  common  at  the  time.  This  faith  was  well  ex¬ 
pressed  by  Saint-Simon.  “The  imagination  of  poets,”  he  said, 
“has  placed  the  Golden  Age  of  humanity  at  the  cradle  of  the 
human  race.  .  .  .  The  Golden  Age  of  humanity  is  not  behind  us; 
it  is  yet  to  come,  and  will  be  found  in  the  perfection  of  the  social 
order.  Our  fathers  have  not  seen  it;  our  children  will  one  day 
behold  it.  It  is  our  duty  to  prepare  the  way  for  them.” 


Saint-Simon  (1760-1825) 
Saint-Simon  fought  in  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Revolution,  was  imprisoned 
in  Paris  during  the  Terror,  and 
later  acquired  a  fortune  in  land 
speculation.  This  he  used  in 
scientific  experiments. 
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Optimistic  faith  in  human  progress:  Political  idealism.  The  period 
from  1830  to  1848  was  a  period  of  political  idealism  as  well  as  one 
of  humanitarianism  in  Europe.  The  news  of  the  July  Revolution 
in  Paris  gave  courage  to  thousands  of  men  who  were  beginning  to 
despair  of  ever  attaining  the  political  liberty  which  they  so  much 
desired.  The  German  writer  Ludwig  Borne  tells  us  that  in  the 
summer  of  1830,  at  the  age  of  forty-four,  he  was  ill  and  despond¬ 
ent  and  ceased  to  interest  himself  in  politics.  But  the  news  of 
the  Paris  revolution  came  like  an  electric  shock,  giving  him  new 
life  and  hope. 

Of  all  the  political  idealists  of  this  time  the  greatest  was  the 
Italian,  Joseph  Mazzini.  Mazzini  was  born  in  Genoa  in  1805. 
He  was  thoroughly  familiar  with  the  history  of  the  French  Revo¬ 
lution  and  with  the  democratic  theories  of  Rousseau  upon  which 
the  French  Republic  of  1793  was  based.  Mazzini's  principal  trait 
was  passionate  sympathy  with  the  poor  and  helpless  and  a  desire 
to  aid  them.  The  wretched  condition  of  his  brother  Italians 
preyed  on  his  mind,  and  so  one  day  he  abandoned  all  thought 
of  getting  on  in  the  world  and  gave  himself  heart  and  soul  to  the 
cause  of  human  freedom. 

Mazzini  had  a  very  simple  faith.  He  believed  that  men  were 
naturally  good,  and  that  they  would  behave  as  they  ought  to  do 
if  they  were  once  freed  from  tyranny  and  injustice.  In  1831  he 
organized  a  secret  political  society  called  "Young  Italy/'  the  object 
of  which  was  to  teach  the  Italian  people  what  their  rights  were 
and  how  to  obtain  them.  These  rights  were  expressed  in  the 
famous  motto  of  the  French  Revolution— "Liberty,  Equality,  Fra¬ 
ternity”— which  Mazzini  changed  to  "Liberty,  Equality,  Human¬ 
ity.”  To  obtain  these  rights,  Mazzini  advised  the  people  to  rise  up 
in  revolution,  abolish  the  existing  governments  and  laws,  and 
establish  over  all  Italy  a  simple  government  of  free  citizens— "One, 
Independent,  Sovereign,  Republican.” 

In  Italy  they  took  him  at  his  word  and  started  a  number  of 
revolutions;  but  these  were  easily  suppressed  by  the  Italian  rulers, 
and  from  1831  to  1848  Mazzini  lived  in  exile,  first  in  Marseille, 
afterwards  in  London.  In  London  he  made  a  bare  living  writing 
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literary  articles  and  teaching  Italian,  and  he  had  to  be  content 
with  a  smelly  little  room  in  a  dingy  lodging  house.  Banishing 
Mazzini  from  Italy  really  increased  his  influence,  for  it  made  him 
a  great  European  figure.  Societies  on  the  model  of  Young  Italy 
were  everywhere  organized— Young  Germany,  Young  Switzerland, 
Young  Hungary,  Young  Ireland,  Young  Europe — and  all  these 
societies  kept  in  touch  with  each  other  and  with  Mazzini.  It 
was  his  idea,  and  the  idea  of  his  disciples,  that  the  coming  revolu¬ 
tion  would  be  an  international  affair.  A  revolution  in  Italy  would 
be  a  signal  for  revolutions  in  every  country.  These  revolutions 
would  overwhelm  the  old  governments;  each  country  would  be¬ 
come  a  nation  of  free  citizens  governing  themselves  under  a  demo¬ 
cratic  republic;  and  all  these  free  republics  would  then  live  together 
in  peace  and  harmony. 

By  1845  Mazzini  was  the  best  beloved  and  the  worst  hated  man 
in  Europe.  Thousands  of  poor  people  looked  upon  him  as  an 
inspired  prophet,  while  rulers  and  statesmen  and  nobles  and 
bishops  looked  upon  him  as  a  madman.  Royal  heads  stirred  un¬ 
easily  on  their  pillows  at  night  wondering  what  this  violent  and 
bloodthirsty  'anarchist”  was  up  to.  As  like  as  not  the  blood¬ 
thirsty  anarchist  would  be  teaching  London  organ-grinders  to  read 
and  write;  or  carrying  a  coal  scuttle  up  three  flights  of  stairs 
in  order  to  help  his  overworked  landlady;  or  perhaps  writing  an¬ 
other  revolutionary  pamphlet  by  candlelight  in  his  dingy  room. 

Optimistic  faith  in  human  progress:  International  pacifism.  The 
idea  that  war  can  be  abolished  is  an  old  one.  In  the  seventeenth 
and  eighteenth  centuries  able  men  had  written  books  to  show  that 
governments  might  abolish  war  by  establishing  a  European  federa¬ 
tion  of  states.  Ordinary  people  had  read  these  books  about  peace 
and  war,  but  they  had  done  nothing  about  the  matter  themselves. 
They  had  waited  for  kings  and  governments  to  act.  But  in  the 
nineteenth  century  they  began  to  organize  societies,  with  the 
object  of  influencing  public  opinion  in  opposition  to  war. 

The  first  of  these,  the  New  York  Peace  Society,  was  organized 
in  August,  1815,  with  about  thirty  members.  In  December  of  the 
same  year  Noah  Worcester  and  William  E.  Channing  founded  the 
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Massachusetts  Peace  Society.  In  1816  William  Allen,  an  English 
Quaker,  organized  the  London  Peace  Society.  Within  the  next 
forty  years  many  similar  societies  were  formed— first  in  England 
and  the  United  States,  afterward  in  other  countries.  These  soci¬ 
eties  published  peace  pamphlets,  and  periodicals  such  as  the 
Advocate  of  Peace  (American)  and  the  Herald  of  Peace  (English). 
They  also  offered  prizes  for  the  best  essay  on  the  means  of  abolish¬ 
ing  war.  Most  of  the  essays  advocated  the  formation  of  a  “con¬ 
gress  of  nations”  (another  name  for  “league  of  nations”),  and 
some  of  them  were  published  and  widely  read.  The  object  of  the 
peace  societies  was  to  convince  people  and  governments  that  “war 
is  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  Christianity,  and  the  true 
interests  of  mankind;  and  to  point  out  the  means  best  calculated 
to  maintain  permanent  and  universal  peace”  (London  Peace 
Society) . 

The  founders  of  the  peace  societies  were  mainly  church  people 
and  noted  philanthropists.  But  in  the  period  after  1830  many 
noted  political  leaders  became  interested  in  the  peace  movement. 
In  1848  the  peace  societies  held  a  great  international  peace  congress 
in  Brussels.  Delegates  attended  from  the  United  States,  England, 
and  other  countries  of  Europe.  Many  enthusiastic  speeches  were 
made  prophesying  the  end  of  war.  In  order  to  hasten  that  desired 
end  the  congress  passed  resolutions  urging  the  governments  of  the 
various  countries:  (1)  to  form  a  congress  of  nations;  (2)  to  agree 
to  decide  their  disputes  by  arbitration;  ( 3 )  to  agree  to  reduce  their 
armies  and  navies. 

Thus  in  the  year  1848  many  people  were  inclined  to  think  that 
the  world  was  rapidly  growing  better  and  that  the  time  was  soon 
coming  when  poverty  and  suffering  would  disappear,  when  just 
governments  controlled  by  the  people  would  be  everywhere  estab¬ 
lished,  and  when  all  nations  would  live  together  in  peace  and 
harmony.  This  widespread  feeling  prepared  the  way  for  the  great 
upheaval  known  as  the  revolutions  of  1848. 

III.  The  Revolutions  of  1848,  and  Why  They  Failed 

The  Revolution  of  1848  in  France:  How  the  second  republic  was 
established  and  why  it  was  short-lived.  For  ten  years  there  had 
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been  increasing  dissatisfaction  with  the  government  of  Louis 
Philippe.  Many  middle-class  Moderates  demanded  an  extension 
of  the  suffrage,  and  laws  doing  away  with  the  corrupt  practices 
by  which  the  government  controlled  elections.  The  lower-class 
Republicans,  led  by  Cavaignac  and  Lamartine,  still  hoped  to  see 
a  democratic  republic  established  in  France.  Meantime  a  work¬ 
ingman’s  Socialist  party  had  been  established  by  Louis  Blanc,  who 
had  worked  out  a  scheme  for  the  reorganization  of  industry  which 
he  called  the  system  of  “national  workshops.”  By  this  scheme  the 
great  industries  would  be  owned  and  operated  by  the  managers 
and  workers  together,  and  all  would  share  in  the  profits.  Thus 
the  Moderates  were  demanding  electoral  reform,  and  the  Repub¬ 
licans  were  hoping  to  establish  a  democratic  republic,  while  the 
Socialists  wanted  not  only  a  democratic  republic  but  a  socialistic 
reorganization  of  industry  as  well. 

The  government  of  Louis  Philippe  refused  to  consider  any  of 
these  reforms.  It  even  tried  to  prevent  the  discussion  of  reform 
by  making  it  illegal  to  hold  political  meetings  without  a  permit. 
So  the  people  held  banquets,  and  after  dinner  talked  politics.  In 
February,  1848,  when  the  government  refused  to  permit  a  banquet 
to  be  held,  the  people  raised  barricades,  resisted  the  police,  and 
cried,  “Down  with  Louis  Philippe!”  As  in  1830,  the  king’s  troops 
made  little  effort  to  suppress  the  uprising.  Louis  Philippe  became 
frightened  and  fled  from  Paris,  as  Charles  X  had  done  in  1830. 
The  revolutionists  then  proclaimed  a  republic,  and  formed  a 
provisional  government. 

The  provisional  government  consisted  of  five  Republicans  and 
four  Socialists.  The  Socialists  demanded  that  steps  be  taken  to 
carry  out  Louis  Blanc’s  scheme  for  national  workshops.  This 
could  not  be  done  very  well  in  the  midst  of  a  revolution;  and  so 
all  that  the  provisional  government  did  was  to  offer  a  small  weekly 
wage  to  all  men  who  had  no  employment.  The  result  was  that 
crowds  of  men  came  flocking  to  Paris,  and  soon  there  were  about 
110,000  men  in  the  city  receiving  a  weekly  wage  from  the  govern¬ 
ment.  As  the  government  had  little  for  them  to  do,  they  spent 
their  time  pleasantly  in  the  cafes  talking  politics.  They  cared  little 
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Courtesy  Biblioth'eque  Nationale 

Attack  on  the  Chateau-d’Eau  in  1848 
From  a  lithograph  by  Jules  David.  The  Republicans  tried  to  reach  the 
Tuileries,  where  Louis  Philippe  was,  but  were  held  at  this  barricade. 

about  Louis  Blanc's  scheme  of  national  workshops,  and  they  soon 
found  new  leaders  who  talked  about  the  “social  revolution"  which 
would  do  away  with  private  property  and  get  rid  of  the  bankers 
and  all  rich  people.  For  months  these  so-called  Socialists  had 
everything  their  own  way,  terrorizing  the  city  and  the  government. 

Meantime,  the  provisional  government  called  for  the  election  of 
a  National  Assembly  to  draft  a  new  constitution  for  France.  The 
National  Assembly,  elected  by  all  men  over  twenty-one  years  of 
age,  assembled  in  Paris  in  May,  1848.  The  first  thing  it  did  was 
to  restore  order  in  Paris.  All  people  of  property  were  now  thor¬ 
oughly  frightened  by  “socialism,"  and  a  middle-class  army  was 
organized  to  support  the  National  Assembly.  The  Republican 
leader,  Cavaignac,  was  appointed  general  and  “Dictator,"  and  after 
four  days  of  fighting  in  the  streets  of  Paris  the  working-class  Social¬ 
ists  were  dispersed  and  driven  out  of  the  city.  Ten  thousand 
people  were  killed  or  wounded.  This  episode  was  known  as  the 
“bloody  June  days"  of  1848. 

The  National  Assembly  then  drafted  a  new  constitution  for 
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France.  The  new  constitution  provided  for  a  president  and  a 
single  legislative  body,  both  elected  by  the  people.  The  new  form 
of  government  was  thus  a  “democratic  republic/'  much  like  the 
republic  of  1793.  It  is  known  in  French  history  as  the  “second 
republic.”  The  first  elections  under  this  new  republican  govern¬ 
ment  were  held  in  December,  1848,  and  May,  1849.  For  president 
the  people  elected  Louis  Napoleon,  nephew  of  Napoleon  I,  by  an 
overwhelming  majority,  while  about  two  thirds  of  the  members 
chosen  for  the  Assembly  were  men  who  were  not  in  favor  of  a 
republic. 

This  curious  result  needs  a  little  explaining.  There  are  two 
explanations.  First,  during  the  years  since  1815  the  people  of 
France  had  come  to  regard  the  first  Napoleon  as  a  great  hero  and 
patriot  who  had  made  France  admired  and  feared  in  Europe.  The 
peasants,  especially,  thought  of  him  as  a  kind  of  superman  who 
had  given  them  their  lands  and  freed  them  from  the  control  of  the 
nobles.  They  therefore  thought  that  his  nephew,  Louis  Napoleon, 
must  be  a  great  man  because  he  bore  a  great  name.  Secondly, 
the  bloody  June  days  had  greatly  alarmed  people  all  over  France. 
The  peasants  were  told  that  the  Socialists  desired  to  take  away 
their  lands  and  to  destroy  morality  and  religion.  They  were  told 
that  the  Republicans  were  not  much  better  than  the  Socialists. 
The  peasants  therefore  thought  of  Republicans  and  Socialists  as 
very  radical  and  dangerous  men.  Hence  they  said,  “We  will  be 
on  the  safe  side  and  elect  conservative  men  to  the  new  Assembly.” 

Thus  the  Republic  of  1848  was  scarcely  established  before 
people  lost  faith  in  it.  No  wonder  it  did  not  last  long.  It  lasted 
until  1852,  when  Louis  Napoleon  abolished  it  and  established  the 
second  empire.  We  shall  see  later  how  easily  he  did  that.  But 
first  we  must  see  how  the  revolutionary  movement  spread  over 
Europe,  what  it  did  in  other  countries,  and  how  it  failed  there  also. 

The  Revolution  of  1848  in  Italy,  Germany,  and  Austria:  Why  it 
succeeded  for  a  time  and  then  utterly  failed.  The  revolution  in 
Paris  was  like  a  spark  falling  into  a  powder  barrel— it  produced 
a  great  explosion.  The  news  of  the  downfall  of  Louis  Philippe 
spread  rapidly,  and  within  a  few  weeks  people  in  Italy,  Germany, 
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and  Austria  were  in  open  rebellion  against  the  autocratic  govern¬ 
ments  under  which  they  lived.  In  one  way  these  revolutions  were 
all  alike.  They  were  all  inspired  by  the  desire  of  people  for 
political  liberty.  In  each  of  the  states  into  which  Italy  and  Ger¬ 
many  were  divided,  the  revolutionists  demanded  establishment 
of  a  constitution,  by  means  of  which  the  people  should  be  given 
a  share  in  government.  In  Austria  the  chief  racial  groups— Bohe¬ 
mians,  Hungarians,  Poles,  and  Serbo-Croats— demanded  local  self- 
government  within  the  empire. 

The  revolutions  came  so  suddenly,  and  were  so  widespread,  that 
at  first  the  various  rulers  could  not  resist  them.  They  made  con¬ 
cessions  by  granting,  or  promising  to  grant,  what  the  people  de¬ 
manded.  Even  the  most  powerful  rulers,  the  King  of  Prussia  and 
the  Emperor  of  Austria,  had  to  give  way  at  first.  In  Berlin  the 
people  erected  barricades,  and  for  many  days  the  city  was  in  a  state 
of  turmoil.  On  March  18,  Frederick  William,  hoping  to  prevent 
bloodshed,  came  out  on  the  balcony  of  his  palace  to  speak  to  the 
people.  They  refused  to  listen,  until  he  took  off  his  hat  as  a  sign 
of  respect.  So  the  king  took  off  his  hat  and  then  promised  to 
call  an  assembly  to  aid  in  forming  a  constitution  for  Prussia. 

The  Austrian  Emperor  Ferdinand  and  his  famous  minister, 
Metternich,  hardly  knew  what  to  do  first.  Metternich  was  so 
unpopular  that,  in  fear  of  his  life,  he  fled  in  disguise  to  England. 
The  emperor  promised  to  permit  the  Bohemians  to  govern 
Bohemia  as  they  liked.  He  promised  the  same  to  the  Hungarians. 
To  pacify  the  Germans  of  Austria  he  called  an  assembly  to  meet 
in  Vienna  to  form  a  constitution  for  the  empire.  Vienna  never¬ 
theless  remained  in  a  state  of  turmoil.  In  May,  1848,  the  poor 
emperor  removed  his  toppling  government  to  Innsbruck  and 
shortly  after  abdicated  in  favor  of  his  young  nephew,  Francis 
Joseph. 

Thus  at  first  the  revolutionary  movement  seemed  to  be  success¬ 
ful.  The  people  were  everywhere  jubilant.  But  these  bright 
hopes  were  soon  dashed.  After  the  first  few  months  everything 
went  from  bad  to  worse,  and  within  little  more  than  a  year  the 
entire  revolutionary  movement  had  hopelessly  collapsed. 
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A  Cartoon  of  1848 

The  sudden  appearance  of  the  great  sea-serpent  “Liberty”  frightens  the 

crowned  heads  of  Europe. 

There  were  many  reasons  for  the  collapse  of  the  revolutionary 
movements  of  1848,  and  the  reasons  were  somewhat  different  in 
different  countries.  In  Italy  the  revolution  was  at  first  directed 
by  the  Moderate  middle  classes,  who  forced  the  rulers  to  grant 
constitutions  giving  the  middle  classes  political  privileges.  This 
did  not  at  all  satisfy  the  Republican  followers  of  Mazzini,  who 
very  soon  organized  more  violent  revolutions  in  some  places.  Re¬ 
publics  were  established  in  Florence  and  Rome.  Mazzini  himself, 
after  long  years  of  exile,  returned  to  Italy,  took  charge  of  the 
revolution  at  Rome,  and  for  some  months  was  the  virtual  ruler  of 
the  ancient  city  of  the  Popes  and  the  Caesars.  But  many  middle- 
class  people  were  frightened  by  the  bloodshed  and  turmoil  that 
accompanied  the  revolutions  at  Rome  and  Florence.  Thus  many 
people,  who  had  supported  the  movement  in  its  early  stages, 
turned  away  from  it  and  were  ready  to  support  the  rulers  in 
restoring  the  old  forms  of  government. 

The  revolution  in  the  Austrian  Empire  failed  even  more  com¬ 
pletely.  In  Bohemia,  a  bitter  quarrel  developed  between  the 
Germans  and  the  Czechs.  In  Hungary  the  Magyars  were  divided 
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into  the  Moderates,  led  by  Francis  Deak,  and  the  Republicans, 
led  by  Kossuth.  Besides,  there  were  many  Slavic  peoples  in  Hun¬ 
gary,  such  as  the  Croats  and  the  Rumanians,  who  hated  the  Mag¬ 
yars  as  much  as  the  Magyars  hated  the  Austrians.  These  racial  and 
class  divisions  enabled  the  emperor  to  recover  his  old  authority, 
first  in  Bohemia,  then  in  Italy  and  Austria  proper,  and  at  last  in 
Hungary  (August,  1849). 

In  Germany  the  revolutionists  wanted  something  more  than 
constitutional  government  in  each  of  the  several  states.  They 
wanted  in  addition  national  unity— that  is,  a  more  effective  federal 
government  for  the  whole  of  Germany.  To  accomplish  this 
object  the  people  elected  a  national  assembly  which  sat  at  Frank¬ 
furt,  and  is  known  as  the  Frankfurt  National  Assembly  (May, 
1848-May,  1849) .  It  included  many  of  the  ablest  scholars  and  the 
most  distinguished  political  leaders  of  Germany.  But  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Assembly  were  divided  on  two  important  questions. 
(1)  Some  wanted  a  federal  republic,  somewhat  like  that  of  the 
United  States;  some  wanted  a  federal  empire,  with  Frederick  Wil¬ 
liam  of  Prussia  as  emperor.  (2)  Some  wanted  to  include  Austria 
in  the  federation;  some  wanted  to  exclude  her.  The  Assembly 
finally  voted  to  exclude  Austria  and  offer  the  imperial  crown  to 
Frederick  William.  Thereupon  Austria  threatened  war,  and  Fred¬ 
erick  William  refused  to  take  the  title  of  emperor.  He  wanted  it, 
but  he  was  not  willing  to  fight  for  it. 

Thus  the  work  of  the  Frankfurt  National  Assembly  all  went 
for  nothing.  In  a  short  time  the  old  Confederation  of  1815  was 
restored.  Nearly  all  the  German  rulers  withdrew  the  constitutions 
they  had  granted.  But  Frederick  William,  although  he  refused  to 
approve  of  the  constitution  for  the  German  federation,  did  keep 
his  promise  to  grant  a  constitution  to  Prussia.  The  Constitution 
of  Prussia  (January,  1850)  gave  a  great  deal  of  power  to  the  king, 
but  it  established  a  legislative  parliament  consisting  of  an  upper 
chamber  composed  of  peers,  and  a  lower  chamber  ( Landtag ) 
elected  by  the  people  in  such  a  way  that  the  very  wealthy  people 
chose  most  of  the  members.  This  not  very  liberal  constitution 
remained  in  force  in  Prussia  until  1919. 
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How  the  revolutions  of  1848  had  important  results  in  spite  of  the 
fact  that  they  failed.  People  often  learn  more  by  failure  than  by 
success.  What  they  usually  learn  by  failure  is  to  try  again,  or  to 
try  some  other  method  of  achieving  the  desired  end.  Most  of  the 
things  that  people  had  tried  to  obtain  by  the  revolutions  of  1848 
were  actually  obtained  a  few  years  later— between  1860  and  1875. 
But  these  results  were  not  obtained  by  uprisings  of  the  people 
against  their  governments.  They  were  obtained  for  the  most  part 
by  the  governments  themselves,  mainly  through  diplomacy  and 
war.  In  the  following  chapters  we  shall  learn  how  the  people  won 
political  liberty  by  other  means  than  those  used  in  the  revolutions 
of  1848. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  is  meant  by  the  “Settlement  of  1815’?  Why  did  the 
people  keep  on  making  revolutions?  How  were  the  revolu¬ 
tions  of  1820  suppressed? 

2.  What  kind  of  government  was  established  in  France  by  the 
Charter  of  1814?  Who  was  Charles  X,  and  how  did  he  bring 
on  the  July  Revolution  of  1830?  What  two  parties  carried 
through  the  revolution? 

3.  Why  was  Louis  Philippe  chosen  as  king?  What  was  accom¬ 
plished  by  the  Revolution  of  1830  in  France? 

4.  Why  did  the  Belgians  desire  to  be  independent  of  Holland, 
and  how  did  they  win  their  independence?  What  was  the 
“neutralization”  of  Belgium? 

5.  How  was  the  English  House  of  Commons  elected  before 
1832?  Why  did  it  not  represent  the  people? 

6.  Tell  all  you  can  about  the  Industrial  Revolution  in  England. 
Why  did  it  make  a  reform  of  Parliament  more  necessary? 
What  were  the  three  parties  in  England,  and  what  were  their 
ideas  about  parliamentary  reform?  How  was  the  Reform  Bill 
of  1832  carried  through  Parliament?  What  did  this  bill  ac¬ 
complish? 

7.  Why  did  the  trend  of  thought  become  more  hopeful  after 
1830?  What  was  the  humanitarian  movement;  the  liberal  and 
democratic  political  movement? 

8.  Who  was  Mazzini,  and  how  was  his  influence  exerted?  De- 
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scribe  the  peace  movement  which  took  place  in  the  first  half 
of  the  nineteenth  century.  How  did  these  new  ideas  help 
to  bring  about  the  revolutions  of  1848? 

9.  Why  were  people  dissatisfied  with  the  government  of  Louis 
Philippe?  How  did  the  Revolution  of  1848  begin  in  France? 
What  were  the  “bloody  June  days"  of  1848?  How  was  the 
second  republic  established  in  France,  and  why  did  it  get  a 
bad  start?  Why  did  the  people  choose  Louis  Napoleon  as 
president  of  the  republic? 

10.  How  do  you  explain  the  fact  that  revolutions  broke  out 
throughout  Italy,  Austria,  and  Germany  immediately  after  the 
revolution  in  France?  What  was  the  object  of  all  these  revo¬ 
lutions?  What  political  differences  existed  among  the  revolu¬ 
tionists  in  each  country?  What  national  and  racial  differences 
existed? 

11.  Why  was  the  Frankfurt  National  Assembly  elected?  What  was 
the  chief  question  that  it  had  to  settle?  What  kind  of  gov¬ 
ernment  did  it  propose  to  establish  for  Germany?  Why  did 
Frederick  William  refuse  the  title  of  German  Emperor? 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Be  prepared  to  give  the  meaning  of  the  following  terms  as 
used  in  this  chapter. 

compensation  constitutional  monarchy  cabinet 

restoration  Ultra-Royalist  socialism 

guarantees  July  Revolution  Young  Italy 

Concert  of  Europe  Whig  anarchist 

gag  laws  neutralization  bloody  June  days 

Carbonari  ministry  Landtag 

2.  Check  the  following  persons  as  radical,  moderate,  or  con¬ 
servative  in  their  ideas  about  society. 

Duke  of  Wellington  Bentham 

Lafayette  Earl  Grey 

Chateaubriand  Cavaignac 

Fourier  Robert  Owen 

Be  prepared  to  justify  your  selection. 

3.  Topic  for  reports:  The  Greek  War  for  Independence.  The 
Monroe  Doctrine  and  the  South  American  Republics.  Abo¬ 
lition  of  slavery  in  English  and  French  colonies.  Utopian 


Dickens 
Kossuth 
Metternich 
Louis  Blanc 
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Socialists:  Owen,  Fourier,  Saint-Simon.  Kossuth.  The  inven¬ 
tion  of  the  steam  engine.  The  Frankfurt  National  Assembly. 

4.  If  you  had  been  living  from  1815  to  1848,  how  do  you  think 
your  ideas  about  government,  humanitarianism,  and  war 
would  have  changed,  and  what  events  or  books  do  you  think 
would  have  influenced  you  to  change? 

5.  Subject  for  debate:  The  English  cabinet  system  with  mini¬ 
sterial  responsibility  to  the  House  of  Commons  works  better 
than  the  American  system  in  which  the  cabinet  is  responsible 
to  the  president. 

6.  Write  a  brief  statement  (about  200  words)  of  the  causes  of 
the  revolutions  of  1848  and  the  reasons  why  these  revolutions 
were  at  first  successful  but  soon  completely  failed. 

7.  On  an  outline  map  of  Europe  block  out  in  color  the  different 
states  as  they  existed  in  1815.  What  changes  took  place  be¬ 
tween  1815  and  1848?  List  below  your  map  the  important 
changes. 

Detailed  accounts 

Hazen,  Europe  since  1815 ,  chs.  i-viii;  G.  M.  Trevelyan,  British 
History  in  the  Nineteenth  Century ,  chs.  ix,  xiv-xv;  C.  K.  Webster, 
Congress  of  Vienna;  W.  A.  Phillips,  Confederation  of  Europe. 

Biography 

McCabe,  Talleyrand.  G.  B.  Malleson,  Prince  Metternich.  B. 
King,  Mazzini.  H.  E.  King,  Letters  and  Recollections  of  Mazzini. 
G.  M.  Trevelyan,  Lord  Grey  of  the  Reform  Bill;  John  Bright. 
J.  A.  Hobson,  Cobden  the  International  Man.  G.  D.  H.  Cole, 
Robert  Owen. 

Social  background 

George  Eliot,  Felix  Holt.  H.  B.  Stowe,  Uncle  Tom's  Cabin. 
Charles  Kingsley,  Alton  Locke.  Victor  Hugo,  Les  Miserables. 
Charles  Dickens,  Oliver  Twist.  Nathaniel  Hawthorne,  Blithedale 
Romance. 

Sources 

Selections  on  the  revolutions  of  1830  and  1848  are  in:  Ander¬ 
son,  Select  Documents;  Robinson  and  Beard,  Readings  in  Modern 
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History ,  I,  ch.  xvi,  and  II,  chs.  xix,  xx;  Robinson,  Readings  in 
European  History ,  11,  chs.  xxxix-xl.  For  autobiographies  of  prom¬ 
inent  men,  see  the  Memoirs  of  Talleyrand  and  of  Metternich ,  The 
Life  of  Robert  Owen  Written  by  Himself ,  and  The  Autobiogra¬ 
phy  of  John  Stuart  Mill.  Mazzini's  ideas  are  best  given  in  his 
Duties  of  Man  (Everyman's  Library).  Contemporary  ideas  of 
political  liberty  and  popular  government  are  given  in  J.  S.  Mill's 
Liberty  and  his  Representative  Government  (Everyman's  Library). 
Many  extracts  from  sources  and  secondary  writings  are  given  in 
J.  F.  Scott  and  A.  Baltzly,  Readings  in  European  History  since 
1814,  chs.  i-iii,  v. 


*4 

THE  SECOND  EMPIRE  IN  FRANCE 

HOW  LOUIS  NAPOLEON  BECAME  A  GREAT  MAN  BY 
VIRTUE  OF  BEING  THE  NEPHEW  OF  HIS  UNCLE 


From  time  to  time  there  are  created  men  .  .  .  in  whose  hands 
the  destinies  of  their  country  are  placed.  I  believe  myself 
to  be  one  of  those  men.  Louis  Napoleon 


Why  revolutions  went  out  of  fashion  after  1850.  For  sixty  years 
before  1850  there  were  many  popular  revolutions  in  Europe,  and 
some  of  the  important  changes  in  government  and  society  were 
the  outcome  of  these  revolutions.  During  the  sixty  years  follow¬ 
ing  1850  there  were  many  important  changes  in  government  and 
society  also,  but  they  were  for  the  most  part  not  brought  about 
by  popular  revolutions.  We  may  say  that  after  1850  popular 
revolutions,  as  a  means  of  effecting  political  changes,  went  out  of 
fashion. 

One  reason  was  that  people  were  discouraged  by  the  failure  of 
the  revolutionary  upheaval  of  1848.  They  were  inclined  to  say: 
“If  freedom  could  ever  be  won  by  violent  methods,  it  could  have 
been  won  this  time.  It  must  be  that  violent  revolution  is  not  the 
best  way  to  win  freedom.”  They  did  not  abandon  the  hope  of 
political  freedom  and  social  reform,  but  they  were  more  disposed 
to  follow  the  lead  of  rulers  and  statesmen.  As  it  happened,  dur¬ 
ing  the  twenty-five  years  after  1850  three  men  in  three  countries 
rose  to  prominence  and  became  the  central  figures  of  that  time. 
These  three  were  Louis  Napoleon,  Camillo  Cavour,  and  Prince 
Bismarck.  They  were  not  opposed  to  political  changes.  They 
were,  indeed,  much  in  favor  of  them;  but  they  did  not  believe 
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that  these  changes  could  be  brought  about  by  popular  revolutions. 
They  believed  that  whatever  changes  were  made  could  best  be 
made  by  established  governments,  by  means  of  diplomacy,  war, 
or  legislation.  Since  the  people  were  in  a  mood  to  follow  these 
great  men,  many  of  the  great  changes  of  the  period  from  1850  to 
1875  were  shaped  by  the  ambitions  and  rivalries  of  these  three  men. 

In  this  chapter  and  the  next  two  we  shall  study  the  doings  of 
these  leaders.  First  of  all,  we  must  learn  about  Louis  Napoleon 
and  the  second  empire,  which  he  established  in  France. 

I.  How  the  Second  Republic  Became  the  Second  Empire 

Why  the  people  chose  Louis  Napoleon  to  be  president  of  the 
second  republic.  We  have  already  seen  that  the  chief  result  of 
the  Revolution  of  1848  in  France  was  the  establishment  of  the 
second  republic,  and  that  the  people  of  France,  by  an  overwhelm¬ 
ing  majority,  chose  Louis  Napoleon  to  be  president  of  the  repub¬ 
lic.  This  meant  that  for  some  reason  the  people  of  France  had 
great  faith  in  Louis  Napoleon.  We  must  first  understand  why 
that  was  so. 

Louis  Napoleon  was  the  nephew  of  the  great  Napoleon  Bona¬ 
parte.  When  Napoleon  Bonaparte’s  son  died  in  1832,  Louis 
Napoleon  became  head  of  the  Bonaparte  family  and  heir  to  what¬ 
ever  claims  of  a  political  sort  the  family  had.  The  claims  were 
slight  enough,  but  Louis  Napoleon  never  quite  lost  the  hope  of 
some  day  playing  a  great  part  in  the  history  of  France.  He  started 
two  insurrections  against  the  Citizen  King,  Louis  Philippe — one 
in  1836,  one  in  1840.  Both  were  complete  failures.  The  French 
government  feared  him  so  little  that  he  was  allowed  to  escape  to 
England,  where  he  lived  in  exile  for  several  years.  Yet  all  these 
adventures  surrounded  the  little  man  with  an  air  of  romance 
which  made  people  at  least  take  note  of  him. 

People  took  note  of  him  less  for  himself  and  his  achievements 
than  for  his  name.  The  name  Napoleon  was  not  one  to  be  for¬ 
gotten.  Frenchmen  remembered  the  splendid  achievements  of 
the  first  Napoleon  and  took  pride  in  the  “glory”  he  had  con¬ 
ferred  on  France.  They  recalled  the  lonely  figure  in  the  white 
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waistcoat  and  cocked  hat  on  the  desert  isle  of  St.  Helena,  and  it 
;  seemed  to  them  that  the  English  had  treated  him  badly.  Many 
books  were  published  about  the  great  Napoleon.  Among  these 
was  one  supposed  to  have  been  written  by  Napoleon  himself, 
called  Memoirs  Dictated  by  Napoleon  at  St.  Helena.  Another 
was  the  History  of  the  Consulate  and  the  Empire  by  the  well- 
known  politician  Adolphe  Thiers.  A  third  was  a  little  volume  by 
Louis  Napoleon,  called  Napoleonic  Ideas.  The  gist  of  these  books 
was  that  Napoleon  had  accomplished  great  things  for  France  and 
would  have  accomplished  greater  things  still  if  his  enemies,  espe¬ 
cially  the  English,  had  not  interfered  with  his  plans  and  carried 
him  off  to  die  on  St.  Helena.  So  there  grew  up  in  France  what 
is  called  the  “Napoleonic  legend”— a  great  admiration  for  Napol¬ 
eon  Bonaparte  and  all  that  the  name  stood  for.  In  1840  his  body 
was  brought  back  from  St.  Helena  and  with  much  pomp  and  cere¬ 
mony  was  interred  in  Paris.  Visitors  to  Paris  came  daily  in 
crowds  to  visit  the  hero’s  tomb,  and  throughout  France  the  peas¬ 
ants,  regarding  him  as  a  kind  of  demigod  who  had  liberated  them 
from  feudal  serfdom,  gave  his  portrait  the  place  of  honor  in  their 
homes. 

It  was  Louis  Napoleon  who  profited  by  all  this  worship  of  the 
Napoleonic  name.  People  contrasted  the  achievements  of  the 
present  king,  Louis  Philippe,  with  those  of  Napoleon  Bonaparte. 
They  began  to  ask  themselves:  “Was  not  France  happier  and 
more  powerful  under  the  Bonaparte  empire  than  it  is  now  under 
the  timid  Citizen  King?  Perhaps  Louis  Napoleon,  whom  we  have 
laughed  at,  is  a  great  man  too.”  Thus  it  was  that  people  came  to 
have  faith  in  Louis  Napoleon  because  he  bore  a  great  name. 

This  was  why,  in  1848,  seven  million  Frenchmen  voted  for 
Louis  Napoleon  to  be  president  of  the  republic. 

How  Louis  Napoleon  established  the  second  empire,  1852.  From 
the  moment  he  became  president,  Louis  Napoleon  set  about  to 
overthrow  the  republic  and  make  himself  emperor.  Already  popu¬ 
lar,  he  became  more  so.  He  often  presided  at  public  occasions  and 
went  about  making  speeches— very  clever  speeches,  for  Louis 
Napoleon  knew  how  to  convince  every  class  of  people  that  he  was 
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Courtesy  Musee  de  Versailles 

Napoleon  III  (1808-1873) 
From  a  portrait  by  Flandrin, 
1863. 


its  friend  and  would  do  what  it  wanted  done.  In  this  way  he  con¬ 
vinced  the  Catholics  that  he  was  a  good  friend  of  religion,  and 

the  business  men  that  he  was  a 
defender  of  property,  and  the  labor¬ 
ing  men  that  he  would  protect  them 
against  the  rich.  And  so  for  two 
years  the  people  of  France  became 
more  and  more  convinced  that  their 
president  was  a  great  man,  whose 
destiny  it  was  to  accomplish  some 
great  things  for  France. 

For  two  years  (1849-1851) 
the  president  and  the  Legislative 
Assembly  quarreled  over  every 
conceivable  question.  The  object 
of  each  was  to  put  the  other  in  the  wrong  and  obtain  the  support 
of  the  people.  At  last,  in  1851,  when  his  term  of  office  was  about 
to  expire,  Napoleon  asked  the  Legislative  Assembly  to  revise  the 
constitution,  so  that  he  might  be  re-elected  to  the  office  of  presi¬ 
dent.  The  Legislative  Assembly  refused  to  revise  the  constitution. 
Thus  the  final  issue  was  this:  Should  Louis  Napoleon  retire  to 
private  life,  or  should  he  be  continued  in  power?  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  great  majority  of  the  people  were  on  the  side  of  Louis 
Napoleon.  Knowing  this  very  well,  Napoleon  proceeded  to  carry 
out  a  coup  d’etat — a  little  revolution  of  his  own. 

This  famous  event  occurred  on  December  2,  1851,  anniversary 
of  the  coronation  of  Napoleon  in  1804.  As  president,  Louis 
Napoleon  had  the  military  force  in  his  hands.  During  the  early 
morning  hours  the  chief  political  leaders  were  arrested  and  im¬ 
prisoned.  Soldiers  were  stationed  in  the  legislative  chamber,  and 
in  other  important  points  in  Paris.  The  telegraph  and  the  post 
office  were  taken  over  by  the  president.  Meantime  placards  were 
put  up  in  the  streets  stating  that  the  president  had  dissolved  the 
Legislative  Assembly,  and  called  the  people  to  vote  on  a  proposed 
revision  of  the  constitution.  The  people,  he  said,  were  the  “only 
sovereign”  authority  in  France,  and  to  them  he  would  submit  the 
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quarrel  between  himself  and  the  Legislative  Assembly.  There 
was  some  opposition  in  Paris,  but  it  was  easily  put  down.  On 
December  20  the  people  of  France,  by  a  vote  of  7,439,216  to 
640,737,  sanctioned  the  acts  of  the  president  and  authorized  him 
to  revise  the  constitution. 

The  new  constitution  was  carefully  modeled  on  the  first  consti¬ 
tution  proclaimed  by  Napoleon  in  1799 — the  Constitution  of  the 
Decennial  Consulate.  It  provided  that  Louis  Napoleon  should 
be  president  for  ten  years,  and  conferred  on  him  authority  to 
govern  France  with  the  aid  of  a  Council  of  State,  a  Senate,  and  a 
Chamber  of  Deputies.  The  Council  of  State  was  to  be  appointed 
by  the  president,  the  Senate  partly  so.  The  Chamber  of  Deputies 
was  to  be  elected  by  universal  suffrage,  but  its  powers  were  chiefly 
confined  to  voting  for  or  against  measures  presented  to  it  by  the 
|  president.  In  reality  the  new  constitution  made  the  president, 
|  Louis  Napoleon,  virtually  the  ruler  of  France.  So  little  opposition 
I  was  there  to  this  form  of  government  that  Louis  Napoleon  soon 

I  asked  the  people  to  vote  on  the  question  of  whether  he  should 
take  the  title  of  Emperor.  On  November  21,  1852,  the  people 
voted  7,824,189  to  253,145,  in  favor  of  transforming  the  republic 
into  an  hereditary  empire.  On  December  2,  1852,  Louis  Napoleon 
was  accordingly  proclaimed  Napoleon  III,  Emperor  of  the  French. 
Thus  was  the  second  empire  established  in  France. 

II.  How  the  Second  Empire  Was  a  Great  Success  for  Ten 

Years 

Why  the  people  of  France  forgot  about  political  liberty  for  ten 
years.  The  second  empire  lasted  nearly  twenty  years— until  the 
Franco-Prussian  War  of  1870.  During  the  first  ten  years  there 
was  little  opposition.  After  the  bloody  days  of  the  Revolution  of 
1848,  and  the  weaknesses  of  the  republic,  people  were  more  than 
willing  to  accept  a  government  that  seemed  to  be  efficient  and 
was  certainly  brilliant.  No  one  paid  much  attention  to  the  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Deputies,  which  deliberated  in  secret  session  and  rarely 
ventured  to  oppose  the  projects  which  the  emperor  laid  before 
it.  It  was  much  more  interesting  to  watch  the  soldiers,  in  bright 
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Courtesy  Metropolitan  Museum  of  Art 

Caricature  of  Crinoline  Dresses 


By  the  famous  artist,  Daumier,  1855.  The  lady  is  finding  it  difficult  to  enter 

the  cab. 


new  red-and-blue  uniforms,  who  were  everywhere  in  evidence,  or 
to  read  about  the  doings  of  the  imperial  court,  which  imitated 
as  well  as  it  could  the  brilliant  court  of  the  first  Napoleon.  Most 
interesting  of  all  was  the  romantic  figure  of  the  emperor,  who 
could  often  be  seen  riding  with  the  empress  in  the  Bois  de  Bou¬ 
logne,  or  with  a  flourish  of  trumpets  galloping  down  the  avenue  at 
the  head  of  the  Imperial  Guard. 

Napoleon  was  acclaimed  because  he  made  the  empire  a  good 
show,  well  worth  watching;  but  that  was  not  the  only,  or  even  the  1 
chief,  reason  for  his  power.  His  great  success  during  the  first  ten 
years  was  due  partly  to  his  own  shrewd  policy,  partly  to  fortunate 
circumstances. 

Some  of  the  fortunate  circumstances  we  have  mentioned.  But 
the  most  important  was  that  the  period  from  1850  to  1860  was 
one  of  business  prosperity.  This  may  have  been  the  result  of 
discovery  of  gold  in  California,  which  raised  prices  by  lowering 
the  value  of  money.  Whatever  the  cause  may  have  been,  the 
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;  fact  remains  that  between  1850  and  1860  the  general  level  of 
|  prices  in  France,  and  in  other  countries  too,  became  every  year  a 
little  higher.  This  was  good  for  all  those  who  had  something  to 
sell— farmers  and  manufacturers  and  shopkeepers— and  for  those 
j  who  wished  to  launch  new  enterprises,  and  for  bankers  who  wished 
I  to  lend  them  money.  The  decade  was  a  kind  of  “boom  period/' 
Even  the  laboring  class  profited  because  jobs  were  plentiful  and 
|  wages  not  so  bad.  During  this  time,  therefore,  the  majority  of 
the  people  were  generally  able  to  live  pretty  well  and  pay  their 
debts  and  have  a  little  to  put  in  the  bank.  So  they  were,  for  the 
most  part,  well  content,  and  the  republic  seemed  well  lost  for  a 
government  that  brought  prosperity  in  its  train.  Napoleon's 
empire  seemed  to  provide  the  people  not  only  with  a  brilliant 
show  but  with  the  money  to  enjoy  it. 

Napoleon's  success  was  not  the  result  of  favorable  circumstances 
only,  but  in  part  also  of  his  shrewd  policy  in  trying  to  please 
|  every  class  or  party  that  might  prove  troublesome  if  he  neglected 
it.  The  classes  that  Napoleon  aimed  to  please,  by  favoring  their 
1  ideas  or  promoting  their  material  interests,  were  chiefly  four: 

;  (1)  Catholic  clergy;  (2)  great  landowners;  (3)  business  men; 
and  (4)  laborers. 

How  Napoleon  tried  to  please  the  Catholic  clergy  and  the  land- 
owners.  As  we  have  seen,  one  powerful  party  in  France  was  the 
Bourbon  or  Legitimist  party— that  is,  the  party  that  still  thought 
,  Charles  X  had  been  wrongfully  deposed  in  1830.  This  party  was 
composed  chiefly  of  Catholic  clergy  and  great  landowners,  espe¬ 
cially  the  great  landowners  who  were  descended  from  old  noble 
families.  Napoleon  never  won  the  support  of  the  old  nobles,  but 
by  winning  the  support  of  the  clergy  he  split  the  Legitimist  party 
in  two  and  so  undermined  its  influence. 

Napoleon  did  two  things  especially  to  please  the  clergy  and  the 
Catholics.  First  of  all  he  made  himself  champion  of  Pope  Pius 
IX.  In  1849,  Pius  had  been  deprived  of  his  temporal  political 
power  and  exiled  from  Rome  by  Mazzini  and  his  followers,  who 
thereupon  established  the  short-lived  Roman  Republic.  In  that 
same  year,  while  he  was  still  only  president  of  the  French  Re- 
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public,  Napoleon  sent  troops  to  Italy  and  helped  to  overthrow 
Mazzini’s  republic.  It  was  thus  partly  through  Napoleon’s  support 
that  the  papal  government  was  restored  in  Rome;  and  for  twenty 
years  it  was  largely  through  Napoleon’s  support  that  the  Pope  was 
able  to  maintain  his  political  power.  The  pro-papal  policy  of 
Napoleon  was  naturally  pleasing  to  French  Catholics  and  espe¬ 
cially  so  to  the  clergy. 

In  the  second  place,  Napoleon  did  much  to  increase  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  the  Catholic  Church  in  the  schools.  Ever  since  1789  the 
public  schools  had  been  controlled  by  the  government,  and  many 
restrictions  had  been  placed  on  the  establishment  of  private 
schools  by  Catholics.  The  government  of  Louis  Philippe  had 
been  especially  “anti-clerical.”  The  Catholics  therefore  com¬ 
plained  bitterly  that  the  schools  of  France  were  anti-religious, 
that  they  taught  children  to  be  “free-thinkers.”  Napoleon  pleased 
the  clergy  and  the  Catholics  by  favoring  the  Catholics  in  the 
schools.  Certain  courses  in  the  University  of  Paris  which  they 
complained  of  (history  and  philosophy)  were  discontinued.  The 
establishment  of  Catholic  primary  schools  was  made  easier,  so  that 
the  number  of  such  schools  rapidly  increased  and  far  more  chil¬ 
dren  were  educated  by  Catholic  priests. 

The  ancient  nobility  of  France  was  of  course  much  less  wealthy 
and  powerful  than  it  had  been  before  1789.  During  the  Revolu¬ 
tion  many  nobles  had  been  deprived  of  their  estates,  and  these 
were  only  partly  restored  in  1815.  To  increase  their  landed  pos¬ 
sessions  was  therefore  one  of  the  chief  ambitions  of  the  old  noble 
families.  Napoleon  helped  them  to  do  this  by  making  it  easy 
for  them  to  purchase  land.  A  “Land  Bank”  (Credit  Foncier ) 
was  established  (afterward  absorbed  into  the  Bank  of  France), 
which,  at  low  rates  of  interest,  made  long-term  loans  secured  by 
mortgages  on  land.  Many  nobles  made  use  of  the  bank  to  enlarge 
their  estates,  and  this  friendly  policy  diminished  the  opposition  of 
the  old  aristocracy  to  the  empire. 

How  Napoleon  tried  to  please  business  men  and  laborers.  Napo¬ 
leon  was  not  a  man  to  harbor  grievances  or  to  punish  enemies  for 
the  fun  of  it.  He  exiled  the  Orleanist  princes  and  confiscated 
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Parisians  Discussing  the  High  Price  of  Bread,  1853 
From  a  sketch  in  the  Illustrated  London  News.  Rising  prices,  which  please 
merchants,  are  not  pleasing  to  housewives  with  small  budgets.  Note  the 
costumes  of  the  common  people  and  the  long  loaves  of  bread  under  one  girl’s 
arm.  The  French  still  make  such  loaves. 


their  estates,  but  he  showed  no  hostility  toward  business  men  and 
bankers  who  had  supported  the  Orleanist  government.  On  the 
contrary,  he  made  a  special  effort  to  promote  the  interests  of  this 
powerful  class. 

In  Napoleon’s  day  locomotives  and  steamships  were  novelties, 
much  as  the  airplane  is  in  our  day.  Many  people  could  not  see 
that  they  would  ever  replace  sailing  ships  and  wagons  as  the  chief 
means  of  travel  and  transportation.  Someone  said  that  railroads 
were  after  all  “only  rich  men’s  toys.”  But  Napoleon  was  con¬ 
vinced  that  steam  and  electricity  were  the  forces  of  the  future — 
that  they  would  revolutionize  industry  and  the  conditions  of  life 
—and  he  was  eager  to  use  the  power  of  the  government  to  help 
this  revolution  along. 

New  enterprises  (railroads,  steamships,  telegraph  lines)  required 
for  their  development  a  great  deal  of  money— more  than  the 
ordinary  capitalist  or  corporation  possessed  or  was  willing  to  risk. 
To  meet  this  difficulty  Napoleon  assisted  in  promoting  an  insti¬ 
tution  known  as  the  “Commercial  Bank”  ( Credit  Mobiliei).  It 


Gendreau 

Arc  de  Triomphe  de  i/JCtoile,  Paris 

Begun  by  Napoleon  I,  this  beautiful  triumphal  arch  was  not  completed  until 
1836.  Napoleon  III  and  Baron  Haussmann,  prefect  of  the  Seine,  in  planning 
the  new  and  modernized  Paris,  laid  out  the  Place  de  l’Etoile  as  the  center  of 
a  great  system  of  radiating  streets.  Under  the  arch  is  the  tomb  of  the 
unknown  soldier  and  the  “eternal  flame.” 
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was  not  quite  like  an  ordinary  bank,  but  rather  a  joint-stock  com¬ 
pany  which  made  loans  and  issued  notes.  People  invested  their 
money  in  it  by  buying  shares  which  paid  annual  dividends;  but  it 
was  especially  designed  to  loan  large  sums  of  money,  at  low  rates 
of  interest,  for  the  promotion  of  great  industrial  enterprises  and 
public  works. 

For  six  or  eight  years  the  Commercial  Bank  was  a  tremendous 
success.  People  who  bought  shares  in  1852,  at  500  francs  a  share, 
were  able  to  sell  them  in  1855  at  1982  francs  per  share;  or  if 
they  kept  their  shares,  they  received  that  year  a  dividend  of  178 
francs  per  share,  which  was  much  the  same  as  lending  money  at 
35  per  cent  interest.  No  doubt  the  institution  was  a  somewhat 
speculative  affair,  which  could  not  go  on  forever,  but  for  many 
years  the  people  who  doubled  their  money  in  it  were  well  content 
with  the  empire  and  the  little  emperor. 

Napoleon  did  not  forget  the  laboring  classes  either — peasant 
farmers  and  industrial  workers.  He  always  professed  a  great  inter¬ 
est  in  the  “social  question’’ — the  question  of  the  poor  and  what 
to  do  with  them.  In  1844  he  wrote  a  little  book  called  the  Aboli¬ 
tion  of  Poverty.  He  said  that  just  as  the  great  achievement  of 
Christianity  had  been  to  abolish  slavery,  and  the  great  mission 
of  the  Revolution  of  1789  had  been  to  abolish  serfdom,  so  the 
great  mission  of  the  nineteenth  century  was  to  abolish  poverty. 
For  the  first  time  in  history  this  could  be  done,  he  said,  because 
modern  science  and  mechanical  inventions  made  it  possible  to 
increase  the  production  of  wealth  to  the  point  where  everyone 
could  have  enough.  But  the  poor  could  never  get  their  share 
through  socialism.  They  could  get  their  share  only  through  a 
government  strong  enough  and  intelligent  enough  to  make  proper 
laws  for  increasing  the  production  and  regulating  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  wealth. 

Napoleon  did  not  really  do  much  for  the  peasants.  But  then 
he  didn’t  need  to.  The  steadily  rising  prices  made  good  times  for 
them.  The  laborers  in  the  towns  called  for  more  attention  than 
the  peasants.  With  the  money  obtained  from  the  confiscated 
Orleanist  estates  Napoleon  built  model  workingmen’s  cottages. 
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He  permitted  laborers  to  form  labor  unions  for  certain  purposes. 
He  made  a  law  providing  for  the  settlement  of  wage  disputes  by 
arbitration.  But  the  most  important  thing  Napoleon  did  to  help 
the  laboring  class  was  to  undertake  a  great  number  of  public  im¬ 
provements,  thus  creating  a  greater  demand  for  labor  of  all  sorts. 
It  was  during  Napoleon’s  time  that  much  of  the  old  city  of  Paris 
was  virtually  rebuilt.  All  this  building  greatly  increased  demand 
for  labor,  tended  to  increase  wages,  and  thereby  helped  to  keep  the 
workingmen  of  Paris  contented.  Incidentally,  of  course,  widen¬ 
ing  the  streets  made  it  less  easy  to  build  barricades,  in  case  the 
laboring  class  felt  disposed  to  begin  another  revolution. 

Thus,  by  a  combination  of  favorable  circumstances  and  shrewd 
measures,  Napoleon  established  his  empire  on  a  firm  foundation 
between  1852  and  1860.  During  the  same  period  he  managed  also 
to  become  the  most  influential  person  in  international  affairs,  the 
central  figure  of  European  diplomacy.  We  must  see  now  how  this 
came  about. 

III.  How  the  Second  Napoleon  Took  a  Leading  Part  in 

European  Affairs 

How  Napoleon  talked  about  peace  but  soon  made  war:  The 
Crimean  War,  1853-1856.  Napoleon  talked  peace  partly  because 
he  wished  to  reassure  the  great  powers  of  Europe.  He  knew  well 
that  if  he  showed  any  intention  of  trying  to  conquer  Belgium  or 
the  left  bank  of  the  Rhine,  the  great  powers  would  combine 
against  him.  He  knew  that  inside  and  outside  France  people 
were  saying,  "The  empire  means  war!”  In  the  years  1851-1852 
Napoleon  therefore  made  a  great  point  of  denying  this.  "A  spirit 
of  distrust  leads  certain  persons  to  say  that  the  empire  means  war; 
but  I  say  that  the  empire  means  peace.”  He  repeated  this  many 
times.  The  only  conquests  the  empire  would  make,  he  said,  were 
the  conquests  of  peace. 

Peace  or  no  peace,  Napoleon  wished  to  play  a  part  in  European 
affairs  if  it  could  be  done  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  unite  all  the 
great  powers  against  him.  The  opportunity  came  in  connection 
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Embarking  for  the  Crimea 

This  sketch  from  the  Illustrated  London  News ,  1854,  shows  a  French  regi¬ 
ment  boarding  the  St.  Vincent  at  Calais.  This  English  ship  was  used  as  a 

troop  ship  during  the  Crimean  War. 

I 

with  the  “Eastern  question” — the  perennial  question  of  the  Otto¬ 
man  (Turkish)  Empire  in  Europe. 

Partly  in  order  to  please  the  Catholics  in  France,  Napoleon 
claimed,  on  the  basis  of  an  old  treaty  of  1740,  the  right  of  main¬ 
taining  certain  places  connected  with  the  birth  of  Christ  in  behalf 
of  the  Roman  Catholics  who  made  pilgrimages  there.  The  sultan 
]  made  some  concessions  to  Napoleon  in  this  matter,  whereupon  the 
Tsar  Nicholas  claimed,  on  the  basis  of  an  old  treaty  of  1774,  the 
right  of  protecting  Greek  Catholics  throughout  the  Ottoman 
Empire.  The  sultan,  on  the  advice  of  France  and  Great  Britain, 
refused  to  grant  this  right.  The  tsar  then  sent  Russian  troops  into 
the  Turkish  provinces  of  Moldavia  and  Walachia  (modern 
Rumania),  and  when  he  refused  to  withdraw  the  troops,  the 
Turkish  government  declared  war  on  Russia  (1853).  Great 
Britain  and  France  then  sent  their  fleets  into  the  Black  Sea  and 
shortly  after  also  declared  war  on  Russia  (1854).  Thus  began 
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the  Crimean  War,  in  which  Tsar  Nicholas  found  himself  fighting 
three  powers— Turkey,  France,  and  Great  Britain. 

The  tsar  had  not  counted  on  so  many  enemies.  He  had  not  sup¬ 
posed  that  France  would  go  to  war  over  the  Turkish  question,  in 
which  it  had  no  real  interest.  He  knew  well  that  Great  Britain  was 
opposed  to  his  projects  against  Turkey.  He  had  proposed,  there¬ 
fore,  that  Great  Britain  should  take  Egypt  and  Crete,  whereas  the 
tsar,  for  his  part,  would  occupy  Constantinople  temporarily  and 
organize  the  Balkan  countries  as  independent  states  under  Russian 
protection.  Great  Britain  had  refused  to  make  this  deal,  but  the 
tsar  apparently  thought  that  she  would  now  stand  aside  until 
Russia  had  defeated  Turkey  and  then  go  in  for  her  share.  To 
make  matters  worse,  Austria  threatened  to  join  the  allies  unless 
the  Russian  troops  were  withdrawn  from  the  Turkish  provinces. 
After  a  confused  and  indecisive  campaign  the  tsar  accordingly 
withdrew  his  troops  from  Moldavia  and  Walachia.  The  cause  of 
the  war  was  thus  removed,  and  the  war  itself  seemingly  at  an  end. 

But  Great  Britain  and  France  were  not  yet  satisfied.  Although 
the  British  ministry  was  divided  on  the  question,  the  war  spirit 
was  strong  among  the  people,  who  demanded  that  the  ambitious 
tsar  should  be  taught  a  lesson.  Napoleon  had  not  as  yet  won  any 
glory  for  himself  or  gained  any  prestige  for  France  out  of  the  war. 
He  was  therefore  all  for  continuing  the  war  until  some  humiliating 
defeat  was  inflicted  upon  Russia,  such  as  might  compensate  for 
the  humiliation  of  the  Russian  invasion  of  France  in  1814-1815. 
Great  Britain  and  France  accordingly  decided  to  make  a  conquest 
of  Sevastopol,  the  great  Russian  naval  base  on  the  north  shore  of 
the  Black  Sea,  in  the  region  of  Crimea.  By  taking  Sevastopol, 
France  and  Great  Britain  would  deprive  Russia  of  its  chief  foot¬ 
hold  on  the  Black  Sea,  and  of  the  naval  base  which  was  essential 
for  any  future  attack  upon  Constantinople. 

The  undertaking  proved  far  more  difficult  than  either  power 
expected.  The  British  and  French  fleets  were  unable  to  enter  the 
port  of  Sevastopol  because  the  Russians  had  sunk  battleships  in 
the  harbor,  so  that  it  was  necessary  to  send  armies  inland  to  take 
the  city  from  behind.  For  eleven  months  the  city  was  besieged; 
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British  Footguards  Encamped  at  Scutari 
The  heavy  shakos  must  have  been  hot,  besides  being  excellent  targets  for  the 
enemy.  The  scene  is  reproduced  from  an  early  daguerreotype. 

but  at  last,  in  September,  1855,  after  a  murderous  assault,  it  was 
taken.  To  take  Sevastopol  and  win  this  little  war  required  the 
sacrifice  of  more  than  half  a  million  men,  a  great  number  of  whom 
died  from  sickness  occasioned  by  infected  food  and  inadequate 
sanitary  and  hospital  facilities.  At  the  close  of  the  war  an  inter¬ 
national  congress  was  assembled  at  Paris  in  order  to  arrange  the 
terms  of  peace. 

The  Congress  of  Paris  of  1856,  and  how  it  conferred  glory  on 
Napoleon.  The  Congress  of  Paris  was  composed  of  representatives 
from  all  the  countries  which  had  taken  part  in  the  war,  and  of 
some,  such  as  Austria,  which  had  taken  no  part.  The  principal 
provisions  of  the  treaties  of  the  Congress  of  Paris  of  1856  were: 

1.  The  Black  Sea  was  declared  to  be  “neutralized”— that  is,  no 
country  was  to  be  permitted  in  future  to  send  war  vessels  into  it, 
or  maintain  forts  or  arsenals  on  its  shores,  but  every  country  was 
to  be  free  to  send  its  merchant  vessels  into  it. 

2.  The  Danube  River  was  declared  to  be  freely  open  to  naviga¬ 
tion  by  ships  of  all  countries. 

3.  The  provinces  of  Moldavia  and  Walachia  were  declared  to 
be  autonomous— that  is,  free  to  govern  themselves,  but  bound 
to  recognize  the  “suzerainty”  of  the  Sultan  of  Turkey. 
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4.  The  Ottoman  Empire  was  admitted  to  the  “European  Con¬ 
cert” — that  is,  for  the  first  time  the  Turkish  government  was 
recognized  by  the  international  law  of  Europe  as  possessing  equal 
rights  and  obligations  with  the  other  European  powers. 

The  Crimean  War  and  the  Congress  of  Paris  conferred  great 
“glory”  on  Napoleon.  For  a  month  many  distinguished  states¬ 
men  and  diplomats  were  gathered  at  Paris  and  were  welcomed  and 
entertained  by  Napoleon,  who  was  the  host  of  the  occasion,  and 
who  presided  at  the  sessions  of  the  congress.  In  all  this  business 
Napoleon  played  so  conspicuous  and  distinguished  a  part  that  he 
felt  he  was  now  the  big  man  of  Europe  who  could,  like  the  first 
Napoleon,  safely  meddle  in  European  affairs  for  the  benefit  of  all 
peoples  and  the  greater  glory  of  France. 

He  was  shrewd  enough  to  see  that  the  sentiment  of  national 
independence  was  especially  strong  in  Italy,  Germany,  and  Poland. 
Napoleon  therefore  often  expressed  his  sympathy  for  the  national 
aspirations  of  the  Italians,  the  Germans,  and  the  Poles. 

But  all  this  sympathy  with  oppressed  peoples  was  united  with 
a  strong  desire  to  increase  the  power  of  France.  Napoleon 
thought,  as  most  statesmen  do,  that  the  more  powerful  his  own 
country  was,  the  better  it  would  be  for  mankind.  It  seemed  to 
Napoleon  that  the  country  in  whose  affairs  he  could  take  a  hand, 
with  the  best  chance  of  increasing  the  power  of  France,  was  Italy. 
He '  therefore  often  expressed  his  particular  sympathy  with  the 
Italians  in  their  desire  for  national  independence.  “Something 
must  be  done  for  the  Italians,”  he  said;  and  he  said  it  so  often 
without  doing  anything  that  at  last,  in  1858,  an  Italian  patriot, 
Orsini,  attempted  to  assassinate  Napoleon  as  a  kind  of  reminder 
that  he  had  as  yet  done  nothing  for  Italian  freedom.  Far  from 
exhibiting  any  vindictiveness  against  Orsini,  Napoleon  professed 
to  see  something  providential  in  his  act.  He  took  it  as  a  sign  that 
now  was  the  accepted  time  to  do  something  for  the  Italians,  and 
immediately  afterward  he  set  about  in  earnest  to  help  the  Italians 
win  their  independence  from  Austria. 

This  brings  us  to  the  next  great  event  in  European  history — the 
freeing  of  Italy  from  Austrian  domination  and  the  establishment 
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Turkish  Fort  of  Fidieh-Tabiassi 

The  Illustrated  London  News  kept  its  readers  informed  on  the  progress  of  the 
war.  The  town  and  plain  of  Schmula  are  shown  in  this  drawing.  Note  the 

crescent  on  the  flag. 

of  the  Kingdom  of  Italy  (1861).  It  also  brings  us  to  the  second 
of  the  three  great  personalities  who  played  an  important  part  in  the 
history  of  this  time — Count  Camillo  Cavour.  In  the  next  chapter 
we  shall  learn  something  about  Cavour,  and  how  he  managed  to 
achieve  the  political  unification  of  Italy,  and  what  part  Napoleon 
played  in  that  great  event. 


Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  Why  was  Louis  Napoleon  popular  in  France?  What  was  the 
“Napoleonic  legend”?  Why  was  the  second  republic  unpopu¬ 
lar? 

2.  What  was  the  coup  d’etat  of  1851?  Was  it  successful?  What 
were  the  essential  features  of  the  constitution  of  the  second 
empire? 

3.  How  did  the  discovery  of  gold  in  California  in  1848  make  it 
easier  for  Louis  Napoleon  to  establish  his  power  and  popu- 
laritv? 

j 

4.  What  measures  did  Louis  Napoleon  adopt  to  please  Catholics? 
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to  please  business  men?  to  please  the  working  classes?  What 
was  the  Credit  Foncier?  the  Credit  Mobilier? 

5.  What  was  the  cause  of  the  Crimean  War?  Why  did  Louis 
Napoleon  become  involved  in  it?  What  were  the  provisions 
of  the  Peace  of  Paris  in  1856? 

6.  Why  did  Louis  Napoleon  wish  to  play  an  important  part  in 
European  politics?  Why  was  he  especially  interested  in  Italian 
affairs? 

7.  The  popular  vote  as  to  whether  Louis  Napoleon  should  be 
emperor  was  overwhelmingly  in  his  favor.  What  might  have 
been  some  of  the  reasons  why  Frenchmen  voted  for  him? 
Can  you  think  of  any  parallel  in  recent  times? 

8.  For  what  reasons  were  revolutions  not  resorted  to  for  many 
years  following  1850? 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 


popular  revolu¬ 
tion 

social  reform 
diplomacy 
Citizen  King 
Decennial  Con¬ 
sulate 


Walachia 

Crimea 

Ottoman 

autonomous 

suzerainty 

Sevastopol 


1.  Be  sure  you  can  explain  the  meaning  of  the  following  or 
identify  them. 

boom  period 
temporal  political 
power 
free  thinker 
Orleanist 
eastern  question 
Moldavia 

2.  How  do  you  explain  why  the  French  people,  after  having 
established  a  republic,  gave  up  the  right  to  govern  themselves, 
and  submitted  to  the  rule  of  a  dictator?  Write  your  answer 
in  your  notebook.  The  same  question  will  be  asked  about 
other  peoples. 

3.  Write  in  your  notebook  the  names  of  the  countries  which 
took  part  in  the  Crimean  War.  After  each  name  set  down 
the  reasons  that  country  had  for  taking  part  in  the  war.  Then 
write  an  answer  to  the  question:  Was  the  war  worth  half 
a  million  lives? 

4.  Draw  a  large-scale  map  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  naming  the 
provinces  of  Moldavia  and  Walachia,  and  also  cities  concerned 
in  the  Crimean  War. 
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5.  Topics  for  reports:  The  Napoleonic  legend.  The  beginning 
of  the  French  colonial  empire  in  Africa  and  China.  Turkey, 
the  “sick  man  of  Europe.”  Florence  Nightingale  and  the 
Red  Cross.  Improvements  in  housing  and  city  planning  for 
Paris. 

6.  If  you  had  been  living  in  1858  (you  would  not  be  able  to 
foresee  what  would  happen  in  the  future,  of  course),  would 
you  have  regarded  Louis  Napoleon  as  a  great  statesman  or 
merely  a  clever  politician? 
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THE  UNIFICATION  OF  ITAFY,  1859-1870 

HOW  CAVOUR  DID  WHAT  MAZZINI  WISHED  TO  DO, 
BUT  NOT  AS  MAZZINI  WOULD  HAVE  DONE  IT 


Anyone  can  govern  by  martial  law.  Cavour 

I  am  free;  free  because  I  am  a  man,  made  in  God’s  image, 
inherently  possessing  in  myself  the  powers  and  aspirations 
and  destinies  of  all  humanity.  Mazzini 


How  the  way  was  prepared  for  the  work  of  Cavour.  As  we  al¬ 
ready  know,  Italy  had  long  been  politically  divided  into  many 
states.  Since  1815  the  chief  divisions  had  been:  Lombardy- 
Venetia,  which  was  a  province  of  the  Austrian  Empire;  the  King¬ 
dom  of  Sardinia;  the  duchies  of  Modena  and  Parma;  the  Grand 
Duchy  of  Tuscany;  the  Papal  States;  and  the  Kingdom  of  Naples 
and  Sicily.  In  none  of  these,  except  Sardinia  after  1849,  did  the 
people  have  any  share  in  the  government;  and  in  all  of  them, 
except  in  Sardinia,  the  tyrannical  governments  were  maintained 
against  the  wishes  of  the  people,  largely  through  the  influence  of 
Austria. 

Ever  since  1815,  and  even  before  that  time,  Italians  had  been 
greatly  dissatisfied  with  this  state  of  affairs.  “How  is  it,”  they 
asked  themselves,  “that  in  these  advanced  days  of  scientific  prog¬ 
ress  and  political  liberty  we  count  for  nothing?”  To  these  ques¬ 
tions  the  Italians  found  one  sufficient  answer.  The  chief  reason 
for  their  present  weakness,  they  said,  was  that  for  three  hundred 
years  Spain,  or  Austria,  or  France,  or  all  of  them  together,  had 
invaded  and  plundered  and  made  use  of  the  country  for  their 
own  ends.  In  the  nineteenth  century  it  was  Austria  that  was 
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keeping  them  in  subjection.  Therefore,  in  order  to  win  that 
political  importance  in  Europe  to  which  they  were  entitled,  they 
must  first  of  all  free  themselves  from  Austrian  domination  and 
then  establish  a  single  strong  government  for  all  of  Italy.  Once 
Italy  was  free  and  politically  united  they  would  play  a  great  part 
in  Europe,  as  the  English  and  the  French  had  done. 

No  one  had  done  so  much  as  Mazzini  to  inspire  Italians  with 
the  desire  for  national  independence  and  unity.  But  Mazzini’s 
plans  had  all  failed,  and  after  the  collapse  of  the  revolutions  of 
1848  Italian  patriots  had  less  faith  in  Mazzini  and  were  inclined 
to  think  that  their  objects  could  be  attained  only  by  following 
the  lead  of  Victor  Emmanuel  II,  King  of  Sardinia  (the  Piedmont) . 
For  this  there  were  two  principal  reasons: 

( 1 )  The  Kingdom  of  Sardinia  was  governed  by  a  native  Italian 
dynasty  which  alone  of  all  the  ruling  houses  in  Italy  was  not  sub¬ 
ject  to  Austrian  influence.  Charles  Albert  in  1849  had  granted 
a  constitution  which  his  son  Victor  Emmanuel  had  kept,  so  that 
Sardinia  was  the  only  Italian  state  that  possessed  a  liberal  gov¬ 
ernment.  Thus  Italian  patriots  naturally  turned  to  the  only  gov¬ 
ernment  that  was  hostile  to  Austria  and  that  was  liberal  in  form. 

(2)  In  1852  Count  Camillo  Cavour  became  the  prime  minister 
of  Victor  Emmanuel,  and  Cavour  not  only  passionately  desired  to 
win  national  independence  and  unity  for  Italy,  but  he  had  a 
definite  practical  program  for  doing  so.  It  was  Cavour,  above  all, 
who  won  over  the  Italian  patriots  to  follow  the  lead  of  Sardinia. 

Who  was  this  remarkable  man,  Cavour? 

I.  How  Cavour  Became  Leader  of  the  Movement  for 
National  Independence  and  Unification 

Count  Camillo  Cavour  (1810-1861):  What  manner  of  man  he  was, 
and  especially  how  he  differed  from  Mazzini.  Cavour  was  born  in 
Turin  in  1810,  of  noble  parents.  Educated  at  a  military  school, 
he  became  at  the  age  of  sixteen  an  officer  of  engineers.  Afterwards 
imprisoned  for  his  liberal  political  views,  he  resigned  from  the 
army  in  1831  and  for  the  next  seventeen  years  devoted  himself  to 
managing  the  family  estates  near  Turin.  While  managing  his 


490 


POLITICAL  AND  SOCIAL  REVOLUTION 


The  French  Army  Arriving  at  Maglianella,  Siege  of  Rome,  1849 
From  a  drawing  by  Raffet.  Both  foot-soldiers  and  cavalry  are  shown. 


estates,  Cavour  never  lost  interest  in  politics.  He  often  visited 
France  and  England.  For  England  especially  Cavour  had  a  great 
admiration.  He  knew  English  history  and  was  familiar  with  the 
political  and  social  customs  of  England.  He  sat  for  days  in  the 
gallery  of  the  House  of  Commons  endeavoring  to  master  the 
practical  working  of  the  British  system  of  parliamentary  govern¬ 
ment.  This  system  of  government,  in  which  the  wealthy  and 
educated  people  shared  with  the  king  in  making  the  laws,  was  the 
kind  Cavour  wanted  for  his  own  country.  “If  I  were  an 
Englishman,”  he  said  at  this  time,  “my  name  would  not  now  be 
wholly  unknown.”  Like  most  great  men,  Cavour  wished  to  be 
known  for  having  done  some  great  thing.  He  felt  that  he  could 
win  renown  for  himself  and  do  something  worthwhile  for  his 
country  in  a  political  way,  if  only  his  country  possessed  a  form  of 
government  which  would  give  him  an  opportunity. 

That  opportunity  came  in  1847,  when  the  censorship  of  the 
press  was  abolished  in  his  country.  He  began  by  establishing  a 
newspaper,  II  Risoigimento  (The  Awakening),  in  which  he  advo¬ 
cated  a  constitutional  government  for  the  Kingdom  of  Sardinia 
and  afterwards  favored  the  war  in  1848-1849  for  the  liberation  of 
Italy  from  Austrian  domination.  In  this  way  he  made  a  name 
for  himself  as  a  liberal  patriot,  and  in  1850  Victor  Emmanuel  made 
him  minister  of  commerce  and  agriculture.  It  was  the  least  im- 


THE  UNIFICATION  OF  ITALY 


491 


portant  office  in  the  king’s  ministry.  But  Victor  Emmanuel,  who 
was  a  shrewd  judge  of  men,  said  to  his  prime  minister,  D’Azeglio, 
“I  warn  you  that  this  man  who  enters  the  cabinet  by  the  little 
back  door  will  soon  turn  you  all  out.”  The  warning  proved  true. 
Two  years  later  the  king  made  Cavour  prime  minister. 

From  that  moment  Cavour  was  virtually  the  director  of  Victor 
Emmanuel’s  government,  and  Victor  Emmanuel’s  government  was 
the  center  of  the  movement  for  Italian  independence  and  unity. 
What,  then,  was  Cavour’s  plan  for  the  liberation  of  Italy,  and 
how  did  it  differ  from  that  of  Mazzini? 

No  two  men  of  the  same  nation  could  well  differ  more  than 
Cavour  and  Mazzini.  Mazzini  was  orator,  poet,  philosopher. 
His  political  papers  dealt  with  general  ideas  and  the  philosophy  of 
government  and  human  rights;  his  speeches  were  moving  appeals 
addressed  to  the  emotions  of  men.  He  believed  that  Italian  free¬ 
dom  could  be  won  only  by  the  people  themselves,  by  means  of 
popular  revolutions  which  would  destroy  the  existing  governments 
and  establish  in  their  places  a  democratic  republic. 

Cavour  was  the  opposite  of  Mazzini  in  all  this.  Cavour  was 
a  short,  stocky  man,  with  a  big  round  head,  shrewd  eyes  that 
seemed  to  be  keeping  secrets  behind  half-closed  lids,  and  a  firm 
but  good-natured  mouth  which  seemed  to  say,  “Now  let’s  get 
down  to  business.”  Cavour’s  head  was  full  of  facts  and  figures. 
He  wrote  no  poetry;  Italian  though  he  was,  he  cared  nothing  for 
music;  and  if  he  read  philosophy,  it  was  rather  as  a  relaxation  than 
as  a  guide  to  practical  life.  His  speeches  and  his  writings  were 
concerned  with  economics,  with  business  and  agriculture,  the 
details  of  legislative  measures,  and  the  practical  aspects  of  political 
or  diplomatic  action.  Cavour  was  essentially  a  man  of  affairs 
rather  than  of  ideas.  A  friend  said  of  Cavour  that  his  mind  was 
“always  at  the  level  of  events.”  This  describes  Cavour.  He  was 
a  strong  swimmer  in  the  sea  of  actual  circumstances,  never  sub¬ 
merged  by  them,  always  breasting  them  easily,  but  rarely  raising 
his  eyes  to  the  heavens  seeking  the  unattainable.  Cavour  coun¬ 
seled  men  to  make  the  most  of  the  actual  world.  Mazzini  en¬ 
deavored  to  lift  them  to  the  level  of  a  better  one. 
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Cavour’s  plan  for  the  unification  of  Italy  was  therefore  far  more 
practical  than  that  of  Mazzini.  Cavour  had  but  little  faith  in 

undirected  revolution  initiated  by 
the  people.  He  believed  that 
Italian  unity  must  be  achieved,  if 
at  all,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Kingdom  of  Sardinia,  supported 
by  the  rest  of  Italy  and  aided  by 
some  foreign  power  such  as  France. 
Briefly,  therefore,  Cavour’s  plan 
was:  first,  to  make  war  on  Austria 
and  drive  her  out  of  Italy;  and 
second,  to  unite  all  of  Italy  under 
a  constitutional  monarchy,  with 
Victor  Emmanuel  as  king  of 
Italy. 

But  careful  preparations  had  to 
be  made  before  Sardinia  could  wage 
war  against  Austria  with  any  hope  of 
success.  From  1852  to  1859,  Cavour 
was  chiefly  engaged  in  these  prepara¬ 
tions  Let  us  see  what  they  were. 


Cavour  (1810-1861) 

Cavour  is  considered  by  some 
historians  to  be  the  greatest 
statesman  of  the  nineteenth  cen¬ 
tury. 


Cavour's  preparations:  (I)  How  he  strengthened  Sardinia  and  gave 
it  a  good  name  among  the  moderate  Liberals  throughout  Italy. 

Cavour  had  first  of  all  to  give  Sardinia  a  government  of  which 
middle-class  Liberals  throughout  Italy  would  approve.  When  he 
became  prime  minister,  he  therefore  carried  on  the  government 
according  to  the  English  practice.  He  relied  for  support  upon  the 
moderate  parties;  and  in  order  to  obtain  their  support  he  passed 
laws  that  were  favorable  to  the  middle-class  people  whom  these 
parties  represented.  He  therefore  formulated  measures  for  re¬ 
stricting  the  privileges  of  the  Catholic  Church,  for  improving 
agriculture,  for  extending  the  railways,  for  making  Genoa  one  of 
the  finest  ports  on  the  Mediterranean,  and  for  promoting  business 
prosperity  by  protective  tariffs  and  favorable  commercial  treaties. 
Lie  strictly  maintained  the  constitutional  rights  of  freedom  of 
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speech  and  of  the  press  and  of  religion.  During  the  years  1852- 
1859  he  built  up  a  well-equipped  and  well-trained  army  of  about 
50,000  men. 

In  this  way  Cavour  soon  succeeded  in  giving  the  little  Kingdom 
of  Sardinia  a  good  name  abroad  as  well  as  at  home.  In  Italy, 
people  of  liberal  views  were  watching  Cavour  and  his  work.  “Here 
at  last,"  they  said,  “is  one  Italian  state  that  is  decently  governed. 
It  has  a  constitutional  government  in  which  the  people  have  a 
voice  in  making  the  laws.  This  is  what  we  have  always  wanted 
for  all  Italy,  and  if  Cavour  is  aiming  to  give  Italy  this  kind  of 
government  we  are  for  him." 

Cavour's  preparations:  (2)  How  he  won  the  support  of  the  Repub¬ 
lican  followers  of  Mazzini.  The  Republican  followers  of  Mazzini 
were  less  easily  won  over.  Mazzini  was  too  much  opposed  to 
monarchical  government  in  any  form.  He  thought  that  Italy  united 
under  a  monarchy  would  still  be  unfree.  He  could  not  be  con¬ 
vinced  that  Cavour  was  a  sincere  patriot  who  was  working  for 
the  welfare  of  the  people.  He  thought  him  only  a  clever  politician 
who  was  serving  the  ambitions  of  the  ruling  dynasty  of  Sardinia. 

But  there  were  many  Republicans  whose  desire  for  the  union 
of  Italy  was  stronger  than  their  desire  for  a  republican  govern¬ 
ment.  The  leader  of  these  was  Daniele  Manin.  Cavour  did  all 
he  could  to  encourage  this  movement  among  the  Republicans. 
He  had  conferences  with  Manin  and  assured  him  that  what  he 
wished  to  do  was  to  establish  a  united  Kingdom  of  Italy,  and 
that  when  this  was  done  the  Kingdom  of  Sardinia  would  cease  to 
exist.  In  1857  Manin  took  the  lead  in  forming  a  “National  Soci¬ 
ety"  of  Italian  patriots  for  helping  on  the  cause.  Cavour  was 
delighted  with  this  project.  As  prime  minister  of  King  Victor 
Emmanuel,  Cavour  could  not,  of  course,  have  open  dealings  with 
professed  Republicans  who  were  conspiring  to  overthrow  their 
own  governments.  But  early  in  the  morning,  before  daybreak, 
Joseph  La  Farina,  one  of  Manin’s  friends,  used  to  come  to  Ca- 
vour’s  study  by  a  private  stairway  to  talk  over  the  plans  of  the 
National  Society.  “Go  ahead  and  prosper,"  Cavour  is  reported  to 
have  said  to  La  Farina.  “But  if  you  fail,  or  if  I  am  molested  on 
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Public  Letter- Writers  in  Italy 

The  old  lady  is  apparently  telling  the  man  that  her  daughter  wants  a  letter 
written — a  love  letter,  no  doubt.  Few  of  the  common  people  could  read  or 
write  in  Italy  at  this  period.  From  a  sketch  by  Dura. 

your  account  by  the  Chamber  or  by  diplomacy,  I  shall  be  forced 
to  deny  you  like  Peter.” 

The  National  Society  went  ahead,  and  it  prospered.  It  kept 
secretly  in  touch  with  Cavour,  and  it  became  the  organization 
which  won  over  a  great  body  of  Republican  patriots  to  support 
the  projects  of  Cavour. 

Cavour's  preparations:  (3)  How  he  made  a  bargain  with  Napoleon 
to  fight  Austria.  Cavour  had  long  foreseen  that  he  would  some 
day  need  Napoleon’s  aid.  That  was  why,  in  1855,  he  sent  15,000 
Sardinian  troops  to  help  Napoleon  fight  in  the  Crimean  War. 
In  the  peace  congress  at  Paris,  he  managed  to  raise  the  “Italian 
question”  and  to  lay  before  the  assembled  diplomats  the  wretched 
condition  of  the  Italians,  which  he  said  was  due  to  Austrian  inter¬ 
ference.  Old  Prince  Metternich,  the  famous  Austrian  statesman, 
watching  these  events,  said,  “There  is  only  one  diplomat  in 
Europe,  but  unfortunately  he  is  against  us.  He  is  M.  de  Cavour.” 

In  1858  Cavour  was  fairly  well  prepared  for  the  war  with 
Austria,  if  he  could  get  the  aid  of  Napoleon.  Napoleon  was  grate¬ 
ful  for  Cavour’s  support  in  the  Crimea,  and  in  1858,  therefore, 
the  two  men  had  a  famous  interview  at  Plombieres.  Just  what 
they  said  to  each  other  we  don’t  know;  but  we  know  what  they 
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agreed  to  do,  and  we  can  be  fairly  sure  that  in  certain  important 
matters  they  tried  to  deceive  each  other. 

Cavour  wanted  Napoleon  to  help  Sardinia  defeat  Austria.  He 
hoped  that  while  the  war  was  going  on,  or  afterwards,  the  people 
in  other  Italian  states  would  overthrow  their  governments  and  then 
agree  with  the  people  of  Sardinia  to  unite  in  one  Italian  state  with 
its  capital  at  Rome  and  with  Victor  Emmanuel  as  its  king.  It  is 
safe  to  say  that  Cavour  did  not  reveal  these  hopes  to  Napoleon. 

Napoleon  was  willing  to  help  free  Italy  from  Austrian  domina¬ 
tion.  But  he  hoped  that  Italy  would  then  be  united,  not  into  a 
single  state,  but  into  a  loose  federation  of  states.  Napoleon  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  nominal  head  of  this  federation  should  be  the 
Pope.  He  doubtless  thought,  but  did  not  say,  that  the  situation 
thus  created  would  enable  France  to  have  the  controlling  influence 
in  Italian  affairs.  In  short,  Napoleon  hoped  to  free  Italy  from 
Austrian  domination  in  order  to  subject  it  to  French  influence. 

With  these  different  views  as  to  the  outcome,  the  two  states- 

I  ^  ...» 

men  made  their  bargain.  Napoleon  promised  that  if  within  a 
certain  time  Austria  made  war  on  Sardinia,  France  would  come 
to  the  aid  of  Sardinia  with  an  army  of  about  200,000  men  in  order 
to  "free  Italy  to  the  Adriatic.”  If  they  were  successful,  Austria 
should  be  forced  to  cede  Fombardy  and  Venetia  to  Sardinia.  In 
return,  Cavour  promised  to  cede  to  France  the  Sardinian  province 
of  Savoy  and  the  city  of  Nice— places  inhabited  largely  by  French- 
speaking  people.  To  cement  this  alliance  it  was  agreed  that  the 
fifteen-year-old  daughter  of  Victor  Emmanuel  should  marry  Na¬ 
poleon’s  "fine  young  cousin,”  Prince  Napoleon  Bonaparte.  The 
prince  was  in  fact  not  so  very  young,  nor  so  very  fine  either. 

Thus  the  two  men  agreed  to  drive  Austria  out  of  Italy,  each 
one  hoping  something  would  come  of  it  that  did  not  appear  on 
the  surface.  But  first,  Cavour  had  to  badger  Austria  into  declar¬ 
ing  war  on  Sardinia  before  a  given  date. 

Cavour's  preparations:  (4)  How  he  managed  to  bring  about  war 
with  Austria.  Napoleon  promised  to  aid  Cavour  only  if  Austria 
"attacked”  Sardinia.  It  would  not  do  at  all  for  Sardinia  to  attack 
Austria,  for  that  would  be  a  war  of  aggression  which  could  not  be 
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justified.  What  Cavour  had  to  do,  therefore,  was  to  badger 
Austria  into  being  the  aggressor.  “I  shall  force  Austria  to  declare 
war  against  us/'  he  said  to  some  English  visitors.  Yet  there  were 
two  difficulties  which  threatened  to  drive  Cavour  to  despair.  One 
was  that  the  great  powers  might  succeed  in  preventing  the  war. 
The  other  was  that  Napoleon  might  yield  to  the  wishes  of  the 
great  powers  and  withdraw  his  promise. 

The  English  were  friendly  to  Cavour  and  to  the  cause  of  Italian 
independence,  but  they  were  suspicious  of  Napoleon’s  inten¬ 
tions.  The  tsar  of  Russia,  Alexander  II,  had  no  love  for  Napoleon, 
and  feared  his  Italian  schemes  as  much  as  the  English  did.  Russia 
and  England  therefore  proposed  to  assemble  a  European  congress 
to  “settle  the  Italian  question.”  Cavour  knew  that  a  congress 
would  spoil  all  his  plans,  but  he  could  not  afford  to  reject  the 
proposal  and  so  lose  the  sympathy  of  England.  The  most  he 
could  do  was  to  insist  that  Sardinia  should  be  a  member  of  the 
congress,  hoping  that  Austria  would  not  consent  to  this.  Austria 
refused,  and  so  the  congress  was  not  held. 

In  the  meantime,  when  the  Sardinian  army  had  been  mobilized, 
the  Austrian  government  committed  the  blunder  of  doing  just 
what  Cavour  hoped  it  would  do.  It  sent  an  “ultimatum”  to 
Cavour  demanding  that  the  Sardinian  army  which  was  on  the 
Austrian  frontier  should  be  demobilized  within  three  days,  failing 
which  Austria  would  make  war  on  Sardinia.  On  April  26  the 
Austrian  demands  were  rejected.  Knowing  well  that  Austria 
would  now  “attack”  Sardinia,  and  that  Napoleon  could  scarcely 
fail  to  carry  out  his  promise,  Cavour  turned  with  a  happy  smile  to 
his  companions  and  said:  “The  die  is  cast!  We  have  made  history 
—now  let  us  go  and  dine.”  On  April  29  Austrian  troops  invaded 
Sardinia,  and  the  war  was  on. 


II.  How  a  War  with  Austria,  Although  Not  Won,  Brought 
Unity  and  Independence  to  Northern  Italy 

The  war  for  the  liberation  of  Italy:  Battles  of  Magenta  and  Solfer- 
ino,  June,  1859.  As  soon  as  he  arrived  in  Italy,  Napoleon  an¬ 
nounced:  “We  are  going  to  second  the  struggle  of  a  people 
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reclaiming  its  independence,  and  to  rescue  it  from  foreign  oppres¬ 
sion/'  On  June  4,  1859,  the  united  French  (100,000)  and  Sar¬ 
dinian  (30,000)  forces  met  the  Austrians  and  defeated  them  in 
the  first  important  battle  of  the  war— the  Battle  of  Magenta.  This 
victory  enabled  the  allies  to  take  possession  of  the  city  of  Milan, 
capital  of  Lombardy.  Napoleon  and  Victor  Emmanuel,  riding  at 
the  head  of  their  armies  through  the  streets  of  Milan,  were  wel¬ 
comed  as  liberators  by  the  people;  but  more  observed  than  the 
two  sovereigns  was  Cavour,  easily  recognizable  in  his  civilian 
clothes  and  famous  round  spectacles.  To  him  were  accorded  the 
loudest  cheers  of  all. 

Driven  from  Milan,  the  Austrians  made  their  stand  at  Solferino, 
near  the  frontier  of  Venetia.  Here  the  allies  came  up  with  them 
on  June  24.  The  Battle  of  Solferino  was  one  of  the  most  exten¬ 
sive  and  deadly  conflicts  known  up  to  that  time.  On  a  battle  front 
of  twelve  miles,  some  260,000  men  were  engaged.  Artillery  played 
a  great  part  in  the  battle,  the  allies  alone  having  over  300  heavy 
pieces.  When  night  came  on,  10,000  men  were  missing,  23,000 
were  wounded,  4500  were  dead.  The  battle  was  a  victory  for  the 
allies,  but  not  a  decisive  victory.  The  Austrians  retired  in  good 
order,  withdrawing  into  the  four  powerful  fortresses  of  the  famous 
“Quadrilateral”— Mantua,  Peschiera,  Verona,  and  Legnano — 
which  guarded  the  entrance  to  Venetia. 

“Great  battle— great  victory!”  So  Napoleon  telegraphed  to  the 
empress.  But  he  found  the  victory  so  little  to  his  liking  that  he 
refused  to  fight  any  more.  Instead  of  continuing  the  war,  Napol¬ 
eon  made  peace  with  the  Austrians  and  took  his  army  back  to 
France. 

The  war  for  the  liberation  of  Italy:  Why  Napoleon  deserted 
Cavour  in  the  middle  of  the  war.  There  were  many  reasons  why 
Napoleon  refused  to  continue  the  war  after  the  Battle  of  Solferino. 
He  was  a  humane  man,  and  the  ghastly  slaughter  of  that  day 
sickened  him.  Besides,  the  war  was  not  yet  over.  Far  from  it! 
Venetia  could  not  be  taken  until  the  Austrians  were  dislodged 
from  the  four  fortresses  of  the  Quadrilateral,  and  it  would  take 
months  to  do  that,  even  if  it  could  be  done  at  all.  Meantime  the 
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Germans  were  becoming  alarmed  at  Napoleon’s  march  through 
Italy.  They  were  mobilizing.  They  were  negotiating  with  Austria. 
Even  if  Napoleon  went  on  with  the  war,  could  he  win  it?  It  was 
extremely  doubtful.  Napoleon  decided  that  he  might  better  make 
peace  now,  after  a  great  victory,  than  later,  after  a  possible  defeat. 

More  important  still,  things  were  not  going  as  Napoleon  wished 
in  Italy  itself.  After  the  Battle  of  Magenta,  the  people  of  Modena, 
Parma,  and  Tuscany  rose  in  rebellion  and  sent  their  rulers  into 
exile.  In  Romagna  the  people  renounced  the  papal  government 
and  sent  the  Pope’s  legate  back  to  Rome.  The  people  of  all 
northern  Italy  were  ready  to  carry  out  Cavour’s  plan— ready  to 
unite  with  Sardinia  for  the  formation  of  a  united  Italy. 

Napoleon  did  not  like  all  this.  He  did  not  approve  of  revolu¬ 
tions.  He  did  not  want  Italy  to  be  united  in  a  single  strong  state, 
but  in  a  weak  confederation  of  little  states.  Above  all,  he  did  not 
want  the  Pope  to  lose  his  political  power.  Napoleon  had  won  the 
support  of  the  Catholics  in  France  by  supporting  the  Pope,  and 
French  troops  were  at  that  moment  in  Rome  bolstering  up  the 
feeble  government  of  the  Pope.  But  the  war  with  Austria  had 
started  popular  revolutions  which  threatened  to  destroy  the  politi¬ 
cal  power  of  the  Pope.  Thus  with  one  hand  Napoleon  was  hold¬ 
ing  the  Pope  up,  while  with  the  other  he  was  knocking  him  down. 
This  was  serious.  It  was  more  than  serious— it  was  ridiculous. 

For  all  of  these  reasons  Napoleon  decided  to  get  out  of  the  war 
while  he  could  do  so  with  some  credit.  On  July  11  he  therefore 
met  the  Emperor  Francis  Joseph  at  Villafranca,  and  there  they 
agreed  that  Venetia  should  remain  with  Austria;  that  Lombardy 
should  be  annexed  to  Sardinia;  that  the  rulers  of  Modena,  Parma, 
and  Tuscany  should  be  restored,  although  “without  force”;  that 
Romagna  should  again  be  subject  to  the  Pope;  that  the  Italian 
states  and  Venetia  should  be  united  under  the  honorary  presi¬ 
dency  of  the  Pope,  and  that  the  Holy  Father  should  be 
requested  to  make  certain  reforms  in  the  government  of  his 
dominions.  Having  arranged  these  preliminaries,  Napoleon  took 
his  army  back  to  France.  In  November  the  agreements  at  Villa¬ 
franca  were  embodied  in  the  Treaty  of  Zurich. 
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Thus  Napoleon  abandoned  Cavour  when  the  struggle  for  Italian 
freedom  was  only  half  won.  He  tried  to  console  the  Italians  by 
saying,  “Now  we  shall  see  what  the  Italians  can  do  by  them¬ 
selves.” 

How  the  Italians,  in  spite  of  Napoleon's  desertion,  took  the  first 
step  in  the  creation  of  a  united  Italy.  Cavour  was  a  hard-headed, 
practical  man,  but  under  great  strain  he  sometimes  lost  his  head 
and  acted  like  a  madman.  When  he  learned  that  Napoleon  was 
bound  to  make  peace,  he  tried  to  convince  Victor  Emmanuel  that 
Sardinia  should  go  on  with  the  war  alone.  But  Victor  Emmanuel 
knew  it  was  useless  for  Sardinia  to  continue  the  war  alone,  and  he 
accepted  the  treaty  which  Napoleon  had  negotiated,  but  only 
insofar  as  “it  concerned  him”— that  is,  only  in  respect  to  Lom¬ 
bardy  and  Venetia. 

In  other  respects  the  treaty  was  not  carried  out.  Napoleon  had 
agreed  to  help  Sardinia  drive  Austria  out  of  Italy  if  Victor  Em¬ 
manuel  would  cede  Savoy  and  Nice  to  France.  But  now,  since 
Napoleon  had  failed  to  carry  out  his  part  of  the  bargain  fully, 
Victor  Emmanuel  refused  to  carry  out  his  part.  Napoleon  felt 
that  he  must  have  Savoy  and  Nice  at  all  costs.  The  French 
people,  never  very  keen  for  the  war,  were  now  asking  whether 
they  were  not  to  get  anything  for  all  the  lives  sacrificed  in  the 
cause  of  Italian  freedom.  So  Napoleon  made  another  bargain 
with  Victor  Emmanuel.  He  agreed  that  if  Victor  Emmanuel 
i  would  cede  Savoy  and  Nice  to  France,  he,  Napoleon,  would  make 
no  objection  to  the  annexation  of  Parma,  Modena,  Tuscany,  and 
Romagna  to  Sardinia. 

Seeing  that  all  was  not  lost,  Cavour  continued  with  his  plans 
for  Italian  unity.  It  was  arranged  that  the  people  of  Nice  and 
Savoy  should  hold  a  “plebiscite”  (that  is,  should  go  to  the  polls 
and  vote)  to  decide  whether  they  wished  to  be  annexed  to 
France;  and  that  similar  plebiscites  should  be  held  in  central  and 
northern  Italy  to  decide  whether  the  people  there  wished  to  be 
annexed  to  Sardinia.  The  plebiscites  were  held  in  April,  1860, 
and  in  each  case  the  decision  was  almost  unanimously  in  favor 
of  annexation.  The  first  parliament  of  the  enlarged  Sardinia  met 
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April  2,  1860.  In  it  was  represented  all  of  Italy  except  Venetia, 
the  Papal  States,  and  the  Kingdom  of  Naples.  Victor  Emmanuel 
was  now  king  over  11,000,000  people  instead  of  5,000,000. 

This  was  the  first  great  step  in  the  union  of  Italy.  The  next 
step  was  the  union  of  Naples  and  Sicily  to  the  enlarged  Kingdom 
of  Sardinia. 


III.  How  Southern  Italy  Became  Independent  and  United 

with  Northern  Italy 


The  Neapolitan  revolution:  How  two  enemies,  Cavour  and  Gari¬ 
baldi,  worked  together  for  the  union  of  Italy.  Italians  honor  three 
men  above  all  others  as  the  founders  of  modern  Italy:  Mazzini, 
Cavour,  and  Garibaldi.  Mazzini  was  the  prophet,  preaching  the 


Courtesy  New  York  Public  Library 

Landing  of  Garibaldi  in  Southampton 


In  1864,  Garibaldi  visited  England,  where  he  was  given  an  enthusiastic  recep¬ 
tion.  Note  his  cape  and  neck  scarf.  He  did  not  dress  in  conformity  with 

the  fashions  of  the  time. 
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gospel  of  freedom.  Cavour  was  the  statesman,  devising  a  practical 
political  program.  Garibaldi  was  the  picturesque  military  adven¬ 
turer,  recklessly  leading  his  followers  to  victory.  These  three  men 
never  liked  or  trusted  each  other.  Yet  these  three  men,  each  in 
his  own  way,  contributed  to  the  same  end— the  union  of  Italy. 

Garibaldi  was  born  in  Nice,  in  1807.  He  joined  the  society  of 
Young  Italy,  took  part  in  Mazzinbs  insurrection  in  Savoy  in  1834, 
was  condemned  to  death,  and  afterwards  escaped  to  South  Amer¬ 
ica.  Returning  to  Italy  in  1848,  he  helped  to  defend  Mazzini’s 
Roman  Republic.  Barely  escaping  from  that  ill-fated  venture  with 
his  life,  he  lived  for  some  years  in  exile,  sailing  the  sea  in  a 
Peruvian  bark,  or  making  candles  on  Staten  Island.  In  1854,  he 
once  more  returned  to  Italy  and  settled  down  on  a  farm  on  the 
island  of  Caprera.  As  Mazzini  looked  the  poet  and  Cavour  the 
business  man.  Garibaldi  looked  the  pirate  and  desperado  in  his 
slouch  hat,  heavy  beard,  and  famous  red  shirt.  Garibaldi  was  the 
humanitarian  Knight  Errant  of  Liberty,  rigged  out  in  the  garb 
of  a  modern  freebooter. 

In  1859  we  find  him  leading  a  company  of  volunteers  in  the 
war  against  Austria.  When  that  war  was  ended,  he  turned  his 
eyes  to  Naples  and  Sicily,  where  the  people  were  in  revolt  against 
their  king,  Francis  II.  To  aid  the  Neapolitans,  Garibaldi  collected 
some  eleven  hundred  adventurers,  provided  them  with  arms,  and 
on  May  5,  set  sail  from  Genoa  in  two  small  steamers  to  overthrow 
the  government  of  Francis  II,  which  was  supported  by  an  army 
of  124,000  men.  The  enterprise  seemed  foolhardy.  But  Garibaldi 
succeeded,  because  neither  the  people  nor  the  soldiers  of  Francis 
II  were  loyal  to  their  king.  After  a  few  weeks  of  desperate  fight¬ 
ing,  Garibaldi  was  master  of  Sicily.  Then  he  crossed  to  the  main¬ 
land  of  southern  Italy.  With  scarcely  a  struggle  the  king  and  a 
remnant  of  his  army  retreated,  and  on  September  7  Garibaldi 
entered  Naples,  where  he  was  hailed  as  the  liberator  of  eleven 
millions  of  people. 

In  Sicily,  Garibaldi  assumed  the  title  of  Dictator  in  the  name 
of  Victor  Emmanuel  and  began  to  talk  of  marching  on  Rome, 
overthrowing  the  Pope,  and  proclaiming  the  union  of  Italy  from 
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the  steps  of  Saint  Peter’s  Cathedral— all  in  the  name  of  Victor 
Emmanuel. 

Meantime,  Cavour  was  watching  with  anxious  eyes  the  exploits 
of  Garibaldi.  He  was  glad  that  Garibaldi  had  succeeded  in  over¬ 
turning  the  government  of  Francis  II.  He  wanted  Naples  and 
Sicily  to  be  united  to  the  Kingdom  of  Sardinia.  But  he  was 
alarmed  at  the  prospect  of  an  expedition  against  the  Pope,  because 
he  knew  that  Napoleon  would  seriously  object  to  it.  What 
Cavour  had  to  do,  therefore,  was  to  get  Victor  Emmanuel  and 
his  army  into  southern  Italy  in  order  to  take  the  direction  of 
affairs  out  of  the  hands  of  Garibaldi.  This  was  not  so  easy. 
Cavour  had  to  convince  Napoleon  that  he  had  no  designs  on  the 
Papal  territories.  Napoleon  is  reported  to  have  said,  “Act,  if  you 
must,  but  act  quickly.”  Cavour  acted  quickly.  In  September, 

1860,  Victor  Emmanuel  marched  his  army  south,  through  the 
Marches  and  Umbria,  into  southern  Italy.  Garibaldi  was  quite 
willing  to  surrender  the  direction  of  affairs  to  the  king,  and  for 
his  services  he  was  offered  wealth,  titles,  and  rewards.  But  Gari¬ 
baldi  refused  to  take  any  of  these  things.  With  only  a  little 
money  in  his  pocket,  and  a  bag  of  seeds  for  his  farm,  he  sailed 
away  to  his  home  in  Caprera. 

How  the  work  of  Cavour  was  completed  by  the  establishment  of 
the  Kingdom  of  Italy,  March  17,  1861.  When  Garibaldi  sailed 
away  to  Caprera,  Cavour  must  have  given  a  sigh  of  relief,  for  the 
happy  end  of  all  his  labors  was  now  in  sight.  Plebiscites  were 
immediately  held  in  Umbria,  the  Marches,  and  in  the  Kingdom 
of  Naples  and  Sicily;  and  in  each  case  the  majority  in  favor  of 
annexation  was  overwhelming— the  total  vote  being  1,962,000  for 
and  only  12,180  against  it. 

With  these  annexations  completed,  the  population  of  the  King¬ 
dom  of  Sardinia  was  increased  to  about  22,000,000  people,  and  the 
territory  over  which  Victor  Emmanuel  ruled  included  all  of  Italy 
except  Venetia  and  the  “Patrimony  of  Saint  Peter” — that  is,  the 
city  of  Rome  and  the  immediately  surrounding  country.  The  first 
parliament  of  this  greater  Sardinia  met  in  Turin,  February  18, 

1861.  On  March  17  the  name  “Kingdom  of  Sardinia”  was 
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changed  to  “Kingdom  of  Italy/’  and  Victor  Emmanuel  was  sol¬ 
emnly  proclaimed  “by  the  grace  of  God  and  the  will  of  the  nation, 
King  of  Italy.” 

One  great  problem  still  confronted  Cavour.  This  was  the 
“Roman  question.”  Pope  Pius  IX  was  exceedingly  angry  at  the 
turn  events  had  taken— as  well  he  might  be.  He  refused  to  recog¬ 
nize  the  new  kingdom,  and  denounced  Victor  Emmanuel  as  a 
king  “despising  every  right,  trampling  upon  every  law.”  What 
attitude,  then,  should  the  government  of  Victor  Emmanuel  take 
toward  the  Pope?  There  were  many  who  wished  to  make  an  end 
of  the  Pope’s  political  power  at  once  by  taking  possession  of  Rome 
and  making  that  city  the  capital  of  the  kingdom.  There  were 
others  who  were  willing  to  leave  the  Pope  alone,  renounce  all 
intention  of  taking  possession  of  Rome,  and  be  satisfied  with 
Turin  as  the  capital. 

Cavour  agreed  with  neither  of  these  parties.  He  felt  that  Rome 
must  be  the  capital  of  united  Italy,  not  only  because  it  was  the 
center  of  all  the  traditions  of  Italy’s  greatness,  but  also  because 
keeping  Turin  as  the  capital  would  perpetuate  the  old  jealous 
rivalry  between  the  peoples  of  central  Italy  and  the  Piedmont. 
But  Cavour  was  opposed  to  forcible  annexation  of  the  papal  do¬ 
minions.  For  one  thing  Napoleon  would  object  to  it.  Besides, 
the  Pope  was  not  an  ordinary  petty  ruler.  He  was  the  head  of 
the  great  Catholic  Church;  and  Cavour  knew  that  he  would  still 
be  a  power  in  the  world  even  if  he  were  dispossessed  of  his  politi¬ 
cal  power.  Cavour  therefore  wanted  to  get  the  Pope  to  surrender 
his  political  power  voluntarily.  Cavour’s  ideas  prevailed.  The 
parliament  formally  declared  in  favor  of  the  principle  that  Rome 
should  be  the  future  capital  of  the  Kingdom  of  Italy,  provided 
the  consent  of  Napoleon  and  the  Pope  could  be  obtained. 

Now  Cavour’s  work  was  done.  In  the  prime  of  life,  at  the 
age  of  fifty-one,  he  took  to  his  bed,  worn  out  with  eleven  years 
of  ceaseless  labor  and  nervous  strain.  He  died  on  June  6,  1861. 
His  last  intelligible  words  were:  “Italy  is  made— all  is  safe.” 

Italy  was  indeed  made,  but  not  yet  quite  finished,  since  neither 
Venetia  nor  the  Papal  States  were  yet  parts  of  the  Kingdom  of 
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Italy.  Within  ten  years  two  great  European  events  made  it 
possible  to  complete  the  unification  of  Italy,  although  not  in  the 
manner  desired  by  Cavour.  In  the  Austro-Prussian  War  of  1866 
Italy  joined  Prussia  and  forced  Austria  to  cede  Venetia;  and  in 
18/0,  when  Napoleon’s  empire  was  overthrown  as  the  result  of  the 
Franco-Prussian  War,  the  government  of  Victor  Emmanuel  at 
last,  although  without  the  Pope’s  consent,  took  possession  of  the 
citv  of  Rome. 

J 

This  brings  us  to  the  next  great  event  in  European  history— 
the  unification  of  Germany. 


Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  were  the  chief  states  in  Italy  in  1852?  How  were  they 
governed?  Why  did  most  Italians  object  to  this  situation? 
What  did  they  want? 

2.  Why  did  Italians  have  less  faith  in  Mazzini’s  methods  of 
freeing  Italy  after  1848?  Why  did  they  look  with  greater  con¬ 
fidence  to  Sardinia  as  a  leader  after  1852? 

3.  Who  was  Cavour,  and  what  had  he  done  before  1850?  How 
did  he  differ  from  Mazzini  in  character  and  temperament? 
In  political  ideas?  In  plans  for  freeing  Italy? 

4.  How  did  Cavour  aim  to  win  the  confidence  of  middle-class 
Liberals  throughout  Italy?  How  did  he  work  with  Daniele 
Manin  and  the  National  Society  to  win  the  support  of  the 
Republicans? 

5.  Why  did  Cavour  think  Italy  could  not  win  her  freedom  with¬ 
out  the  aid  of  France?  What  agreement  was  entered  into  by 
Cavour  and  Napoleon  at  Plombieres? 

6.  What  was  the  importance  of  the  Battle  of  Magenta?  Of  Sol- 
ferino?  Why  did  Napoleon  withdraw  from  the  war  after 
Solferino? 

7.  What  were  the  provisions  of  the  Treaty  of  Zurich? 

8.  How  was  the  union  of  Sardinia  with  the  duchies  of  Modena, 
Parma,  and  Tuscany  brought  about?  Why  did  Napoleon 
object  to  this,  and  why  did  he  not  prevent  it? 

9.  Who  was  Garibaldi,  and  what  did  he  do  for  the  unification  of 
Italy? 
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10.  Why  did  Cavour  think  it  necessary  to  send  the  Sardinian 
army  through  the  Papal  States  to  Naples?  How  was  Sardinia 
enlarged  as  a  result  of  the  revolution  in  Naples  and  Sicily? 

11.  When  was  the  Kingdom  of  Italy  proclaimed?  Why  was  it 
desirable  to  declare  Rome  the  future  capital? 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Test  your  understanding  of  terms  and  names  found  in  this 
chapter:  Risorgimento.  Democratic  republic.  Manin.  Na¬ 
tional  Society.  La  Farina.  Plombieres.  War  of  aggression. 
Quadrilateral.  Villafranca.  Plebiscite.  Piedmont. 

2.  Indicate  on  an  outline  map  the  parts  into  which  Italy  was 
divided  in  1859,  and  show  by  color  or  shading  which  of  these 
divisions  were  controlled  (1)  directly  by  Austria,  (2)  indi¬ 
rectly  by  Austria,  (3)  by  the  papacy,  (4)  by  Italian  rulers. 
Locate  on  the  map  all  places  mentioned  in  this  chapter. 

3.  From  now  on  it  is  necessary  to  know  what  nationalism  is. 
What  do  we  mean  when  we  say  “German  nation,”  “French 
nation,”  or  “American  nation”?  How  does  a  people  know 
that  it  is  a  nation?  Is  it  necessary  that  all  people  in  a  nation 
speak  the  same  language,  belong  to  the  same  race  (see  pages 
11  to  12),  have  the  same  customs  and  ways  of  living  and 
thinking,  live  in  the  same  country,  have  a  historical  tradition 
of  which  they  are  proud?  The  Italian  people  were  so  sure 
that  they  were  a  nation  that  they  were  not  satisfied  until  they 
had  won  “national  unity,”  and  “national  independence.” 
Write  a  brief  statement  telling  just  why  you  think  the  Italian 
people  believed  that  they  were  a  nation;  why  they  had  patriot¬ 
ism. 

4.  Write  down' in  your  own  words  just  what  you  think  diplom¬ 
acy  is.  Then  write  an  explanation  of  Metternich’s  opinion 
that  Cavour  was  the  best  diplomat  in  Europe.  Show  how 
Cavour  won  the  friendship  and  aid  of  other  countries  for  Italy 
against  Austria.  Was  he  justified  in  sending  Italian  soldiers 
to  the  Crimea? 

5.  Prepare  a  news  article  about  Garibaldi  and  the  part  he  played 
in  the  Italian  revolution.  Try  to  write  it  so  that  people  who 
know  little  or  nothing  about  Garibaldi  will  find  it  interesting. 
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6.  Write  a  brief  statement  (not  more  than  fifty  words)  of  the 
essential  differences  between  Mazzini’s  ideas  and  methods  of 
freeing  Italy  and  those  of  Cavour. 

pr 
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HOW  BISMARCK  BEGAN  THE  UNIFICATION  OF 
GERMANY  BY  DIVIDING  IT  INTO 
THREE  PARTS 


Germany  has  its  eyes  not  on  Prussia’s  liberalism,  but  on  its 
power.  ...  The  great  events  of  our  day  will  not  be  decided 
by  speeches  and  resolutions  of  majorities  .  .  .  but  by  blood 
and  iron.  Bismarck 


I.  Bismarck  and  His  Plans  for  a  United  Germany 

Germany,  like  Italy,  had  long  been  divided  into  many  states. 
The  Germans  had  long  desired  political  liberty  and  national 
unity.  In  both  countries  the  people  had  tried  to  attain  these 
desired  ends  in  the  revolutions  of  1848,  and  had  failed.  A  few 
years  later  (1859-1861)  Italian  unification  was  accomplished 
under  the  leadership  of  Cavour,  prime  minister  of  the  King  of 
Sardinia;  and  at  about  the  same  time  (1862-1870)  the  unification 
of  Germany  was  accomplished  under  the  leadership  of  Bismarck, 
prime  minister  of  the  King  of  Prussia.  First  of  all,  therefore,  let 
us  see  how  Bismarck  became  the  prime  minister  of  the  King  of 
Prussia,  and  then  what  manner  of  man  he  was. 

After  the  Revolution  of  1848  the  King  of  Prussia  had  granted  a 
constitution  to  his  people.  The  Prussian  constitution  was  not  a 
very  liberal  one.  It  provided  for  a  legislature  of  two  chambers,  a 
Chamber  of  Peers  and  a  Chamber  of  Deputies  (Landtag),  elected 
in  such  a  way  that  the  majority  of  deputies  represented  the  very 
wealthy  people.  The  real  power  of  government  was  still  largely 
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in  the  hands  of  the  king  and  his  ministers;  and  during  the  ten 
years  from  1851  to  1861,  the  king  and  his  ministers  had  often 
violated  the  constitution,  especially  in  respect  to  the  guarantees 
of  freedom  of  speech  and  the  press  and  freedom  from  arbitrary 
arrest  and  imprisonment. 

As  a  result  of  this  situation  there  had  developed  a  conflict  be¬ 
tween  the  two  principal  parties  in  the  Prussian  parliament:  (1) 

I  the  Conservatives,  who  represented  mainly  the  nobles  and  the 
Prussian  landed  aristocracy,  and  (2)  the  Progressive  Liberals,  who 
represented  the  middle-class  people.  The  latter  resented  the 
king's  violation  of  the  constitution  and  wished  to  make  him  and 
his  ministers  responsible  to  the  parliament;  the  former  generally 
|  supported  the  king  and  his  ministers  and  did  not  wish  to  see  the 
parliament  obtain  control  of  the  government.  The  Conservatives 
*  controlled  the  Chamber  of  Peers,  but  the  Progressive  Liberals  were 
the  strongest  party  in  the  Chamber  of  Deputies. 

This  was  the  situation  when,  in  1860,  the  king  and  his  minister 
of  war,  Albrecht  von  Roon,  presented  to  the  parliament  certain 
bills  for  the  enlargement  of  the  army.  The  reforms  would  require 
a  great  deal  of  money.  The  Chamber  of  Peers  was  willing  to 
grant  the  money.  But  the  Landtag  refused  to  give  its  consent. 
King  William  had  either  to  abandon  his  measures  or  to  carry 
them  through  without  paying  any  attention  to  the  parliament. 

■  Von  Roon  advised  him  to  appoint  as  prime  minister  a  man  named 
Otto  von  Bismarck.  This  man,  Von  Roon  said,  was  devoted  to  the 
king  and  would  assume  any  amount  of  responsibility.  King 
.  William  had  an  interview  with  Bismarck,  and  after  some  delay 
appointed  him  to  be  his  prime  minister  (1862).  From  that  day 
until  his  resignation  in  1890  Bismarck  was  the  central  figure  in 
German  history. 

This  extraordinary  man,  Bismarck,  whose  name  will  ever  stand 
out  as  the  creator  of  the  German  Empire,  was  born  of  noble  par¬ 
ents,  in  Brandenburg,  in  1815.  After  graduating  from  the  uni¬ 
versity,  he  lived  for  some  years  the  life  of  a  country  squire,  man¬ 
aging  the  family  estates.  Like  Cavour,  he  entered  politics  just 
before  the  Revolution  of  1848.  But  unlike  Cavour,  he  was  op- 
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Two  Men  Who  Worked  Toward  a  United  Germany 


Bismarck  (1815-1898)  and  Von  Moltke  (1800-1891).  The  former  was 
Germany’s  most  famous  premier;  the  latter  one  of  the  world’s  greatest  gen¬ 
erals,  perhaps  the  first  to  use  scientific  methods  of  warfare. 

posed  to  the  revolution.  He  was  opposed  to  the  granting  of  the 
Prussian  constitution  in  1851.  This  was  indeed  the  chief  difference 
between  Cavour  and  Bismarck — a  difference  in  political  ideas. 
Cavo'ur  was  a  genuine  liberal,  who  believed  that  the  people  could 
govern  themselves  better  than  any  king  could  do  it  for  them. 
Bismarck  was  a  genuine  conservative,  who  believed  that  any  gov¬ 
ernment  controlled  by  the  people  was  already  on  the  "tobog¬ 
gan  slide”  towards  socialism,  and  that  socialism  must  lead  in  the 
end  to  anarchy  and  ruin. 

Bismarck’s  political  philosophy  was  the  result  of  a  good-hu¬ 
mored  but  cynical  attitude  toward  mankind.  He  knew  the  weak¬ 
nesses  and  vices  of  men  rather  better  than  he  knew  their  virtues. 
This  knowledge  never  embittered  him.  He  was  genial  and  friendly, 
liking  his  fellowmen  well  enough— perhaps  because  he  did  not 
expect  too  much  of  them.  But  not  expecting  too  much  of  them, 
he  distrusted  their  capacity  to  govern  themselves.  He  believed, 
therefore,  that  the  best  form  of  government  was  the  monarchial 
—a  government  in  which  the  people  would  be  governed  for  their 
own  good  by  the  king  and  his  ministers. 

Side  by  side  with  this  genial  cynicism  there  was  in  Bismarck’s 
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mind  a  curious  strain  of  mysticism.  Bismarck  said  that  he  often 
found  in  the  Bible  a  “confirmation  of  his  faith  in  a  Divine 
Providence  and  a  God  who  ordered  the  universe  and  chose  the 
instruments  of  His  inscrutable  will.”  He  believed  that  God  had 
destined  Prussia  and  her  Hohenzollern  kings  to  accomplish  a  great 
work  in  the  world.  This  work  they  must  carry  through,  with  or 
without  the  consent  of  the  people.  From  the  moment  that  King 
William  chose  him  to  be  prime  minister,  Bismarck  therefore 
regarded  himself  as  a  chosen  instrument  of  God,  whose  chief  work 
;  was  to  bring  about  “the  unification  of  Germany  under  Prussian 
j  leadership.” 

Bismarck's  plan  for  the  unification  of  Germany  and  why  it  was 
difficult  to  carry  out.  Bismarck  agreed  with  King  William  that 
the  first  step  was  to  strengthen  the  Prussian  army.  He  therefore 
I  advised  the  king  to  go  on  with  his  military  reforms  without  paying 
i  any  attention  to  the  parliament.  This  was  done.  The  taxes  were 
\  collected,  and  the  thirty-nine  new  regiments  organized,  just  as  if 
the  parliament  had  not  rejected  those  measures.  In  addition, 
j  under  the  direction  of  Albrecht  von  Roon  and  another  very  able 
military  man,  Helmuth  von  Moltke,  the  entire  Prussian  army  was 
made  more  efficient  in  organization,  training,  and  equipment.  For 
■  example,  the  army  was  equipped  with  a  new  type  of  gun,  the 
needle  gun”— that  is,  a  gun  which  could  be  loaded  at  the  breech 
instead  of  at  the  muzzle.  Since  it  could  be  loaded  more  quickly 
i  than  the  old  type,  the  needle  gun  was  far  more  effective.  Within 
a  few  years  the  Prussian  army  was  the  most  efficient  army  in 
Europe;  and  not  the  least  of  its  advantages  was  that  the  other 
1  countries  did  not  yet  know  that  it  was  the  most  efficient. 

Ignoring  the  parliament,  supported  by  the  king,  and  backed  by 
a  powerful  army,  Bismarck  was  now  in  a  position  to  work  out 
his  plans  for  the  unification  of  Germany.  The  plan  which  he 
adopted  and  carried  through  was:  (1)  to  make  war  on  Austria 
and  exclude  her  from  the  German  Confederation;  (2)  to  enlarge 
Prussia  by  annexing  a  good  part  of  northern  Germany;  (3)  to 
;  unite  all  the  German  states,  except  Austria,  in  a  federal  union  so 
constructed  that  Prussia  would  be  the  dominating  state. 
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The  plan  was  simple  enough  in  itself,  but  difficult  to  carry  out 
because  there  was  at  this  time  no  enthusiastic  approval  either  of 
Bismarck  or  his  plan.  Bismarck’s  chief  difficulty  at  first  was  to 
find  a  good  pretext  for  a  war  with  Austria.  Cavour  had  been  able 
to  rely  upon  the  united  support  of  the  Italians,  because  they  re¬ 
garded  Austria  as  a  foreign  country.  But  Austrians  were  as  much 
German  as  Prussians  were.  Even  in  Prussia  there  was  no  strong 
anti-Austrian  feeling  that  could  be  aroused  in  support  of  a  war. 
Bismarck  knew  that  King  William  would  never  approve  of  a  war 
of  aggression  against  Austria.  What  Bismarck  had  to  do  was  to 
make  use  of  circumstances  in  such  a  way  as  to  provoke  a  war  with 
Austria,  and  at  the  same  time  make  it  appear  that  Prussia  was  the 
injured  party. 

How  Bismarck  used  his  diplomatic  skill  to  bring  about  a  war  with 
Austria.  In  the  art  of  diplomacy,  Bismarck  was  a  past  master, 
ranking  with  Talleyrand,  Metternich,  and  Cavour.  He  possessed 
an  amazing  knowledge  of  the  governments  of  Europe,  of  the 
statesmen  and  diplomats  with  whom  he  had  to  deal.  He  knew 
the  value  of  newspapers  and  used  them  systematically  for  con¬ 
veying  such  information  as  might  suit  his  purposes.  Not  the  least 
of  his  qualities  was  an  unusual  power  of  fascinating  men,  of  im¬ 
pressing  them  with  a  sense  of  his  rugged  strength  and  simple 
honesty.  A  giant  of  a  man  he  was,  calm  and  deliberate,  always 
master  of  himself  even  when  pretending  to  be  angry.  Genial  and 
good-natured,  he  liked  nothing  better  than  to  sit  and  chat  and 
tell  stories,  smoking  his  long  pipe,  with  beer  and  sandwiches  con¬ 
veniently  at  hand.  Few  men  there  were  who  could  resist  his 
charm  and  none  who  could  outwit  him  for  long,  or  be  sure  they 
had  detected  the  real  purpose  behind  the  casual  remarks  made 
with  such  persuasive,  child-like  simplicity. 

With  all  his  genius  for  diplomacy,  Bismarck  could  not  of  course 
create  events  that  would  be  useful  to  him.  But  he  could  use  with 
extraordinary  skill  those  that  occurred.  Fortunately  for  him,  an 
international  question  arose  in  1863  which  fitted  in  admirably 
with  his  purpose.  This  was  the  famous  Schleswig-Holstein  affair. 

Schleswig  and  Holstein  wrere  two  provinces  comprising  the 
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The  New  Bridge  over  the  Rhine  at  Cologne 
From  a  sketch  in  L’ Illustration,  1855. 


southern  part  of  the  Danish  peninsula.  The  people  of  Holstein 
were  German,  the  people  of  Schleswig  partly  German  and  partly 
Danish.  Both  provinces  were  ruled  by  the  King  of  Denmark,  who 
was  Duke  of  Schleswig  and  of  Holstein.  This  situation  had  long 
created  difficulties,  and  in  1852  the  great  powers  had  intervened. 
They  signed  a  treaty  with  the  Danish  king,  known  as  the  London 
Protocol,  to  the  effect  that  the  King  of  Denmark  should  continue 
to  be  Duke  of  Schleswig  and  of  Holstein,  on  condition  that  the 
two  provinces  should  never  be  made  an  integral  part  of  the  Danish 
kingdom.  Nevertheless,  in  1863  King  Christian  of  Denmark  vio¬ 
lated  this  agreement  by  signing  a  constitution  which  incorporated 
Schleswig  and  Holstein  into  the  kingdom. 

This  act  raised  the  “Schleswig-Holstein  question/’  Besides  his 
main  aim  of  making  war  on  Austria,  Bismarck  wished  in  the  end 
to  annex  Schleswig  and  Holstein  to  Prussia,  thus  giving  Prussia 
excellent  ports  on  both  the  North  Sea  and  the  Baltic.  He  was 
confronted  with  a  double  danger.  One  danger  was  that  the  great 
powers  (Russia,  France,  and  England)  might  interfere  and  re¬ 
establish  the  old  agreement  of  1852.  Another  danger  was  that  the 
German  diet  might,  with  the  aid  of  Austria,  interfere  and  estab¬ 
lish  the  two  duchies  as  a  separate  German  state  under  the  Duke 
of  Augustenburg.  In  dealing  with  the  powers,  Bismarck  main¬ 
tained  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  them  to  intervene,  on  the 
ground  that  the  fate  of  Schleswig  and  Holstein  was  essentially  a 
German  question.  In  dealing  with  the  German  diet  he  main- 
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tained  that  the  status  of  Schleswig  and  Holstein  was  essentially  an 
international  question,  since  it  had  been  settled  by  the  London 
Protocol  of  1852,  to  which  the  German  diet  was  not  a  party. 

This  way  of  arguing  was  a  bit  inconsistent,  but  in  the  end 
Bismarck  had  his  way.  In  1864  Austria  and  Prussia  made  joint 
war  on  Denmark,  and  forced  the  king  to  cede  Schleswig  and  Hol¬ 
stein  to  them  on  the  ground  that  the  war  had  annulled  the  treaty 
of  1852.  With  Schleswig  and  Holstein  in  the  joint  possession  of 
Austria  and  Prussia,  it  was  easy  for  Bismarck  to  quarrel  with 
Austria  over  the  disposal  of  the  two  provinces.  Austria  supported 
by  the  German  Confederation  prepared  for  war  with  Prussia.  Bis¬ 
marck  was  able  to  convince  King  William  that  Austria  was  the 
aggressor.  And  so  came  the  Austro-Prussian  War  of  1866. 

II.  How  a  War  Resulted  in  the  Unification  of  Two  Thirds 
of  Germany  and  Constitutional  Government  in  the 

Austrian  Empire 

The  Austro-Prussian  War  of  1866;  Why  the  German  states  sided 
with  Austria,  Italy  with  Prussia,  and  France  with  neither.  In  this  war 
Austria  was  supported  by  all  of  the  important  German  states— 
Bavaria,  Wiirttemberg,  Baden,  Hesse-Darmstadt,  Hesse-Cassel, 
Nassau,  Hanover,  and  Saxony.  The  people  of  these  states 
favored  Austria  partly  because  many  of  them  were,  like  the  Aus¬ 
trians,  Catholics  in  religion;  and  partly  because  they  did  not  like 
the  Prussians.  The  Austro-Prussian  War  was  therefore  a  German 
civil  war.  Its  object  was  to  decide,  not  whether  Germany  should 
be  united,  but  whether  Austria  should  be  excluded  from  the 
united  Germany. 

Bismarck  did  not  expect  the  southern  German  states  to  support 
Prussia.  He  was  more  concerned  with  the  attitude  of  foreign 
countries — Russia,  Italy,  and  above  all,  France.  In  order  to  sound 
Napoleon  on  this  question,  Bismarck  had  an  interview  with  him 
in  October,  1865,  at  Biarritz.  What  the  two  men  said  to  each 
other  is  not  known,  but  it  seems  that  Napoleon  agreed  to  remain 
neutral  in  case  of  a  war  between  Austria  and  Prussia.  He  prob¬ 
ably  thought,  as  most  people  did,  that  Austria,  not  Prussia,  would 
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be  successful  in  the  war,  or  else  that  neither  party  would  be  wholly 
i  successful.  In  either  case,  a  civil  war  would  weaken  Germany 
and  enable  France,  at  the  right  moment,  to  step  in  on  one  side 
or  the  other  and  exact  from  both  parties  some  territorial  conces¬ 
sions  on  the  Rhine.  Contrary  to  his  expectation,  the  fighting 
j  lasted  only  six  weeks  and  ended  in  a  complete  victory  for  Prussia. 

The  Austro-Prussian  War  of  1866:  Battle  of  Koniggratz,  July  3; 
Peace  of  Prague,  August  23.  The  war  began  in  June,  1866. 
While  the  Austrians  were  slowly  mobilizing,  the  Prussian  armies 
defeated  the  Hanoverian  army,  and  occupied  the  capitals  of  Han¬ 
over,  Saxony,  and  Cassel.  Meantime,  Von  Moltke  sent  three 
|  armies  to  meet  the  Austrians.  On  July  3  the  Prussians  and  Austri- 
!  ans  met  near  the  villages  of  Sadowa  and  Koniggratz.  Until  two 
o’clock  it  seemed  as  if  the  Austrians  might  win,  but  the  arrival  of 
the  crown  prince  with  reinforcements  turned  the  hard-fought 
battle  into  a  complete  victory  for  the  Prussians.  The  Prussians 
lost  10,000  men;  the  Austrians  40,000.  The  Austrian  armies  re- 
:  treated,  and  meantime  the  armies  of  the  South  German  states — 
Bavaria,  Wiirttemberg,  Baden,  and  Hesse-Darmstadt— were  de- 
|  feated,  and  the  governments  of  these  states  asked  for  peace. 
Within  six  weeks  from  the  beginning  of  a  war  which  most  people 
thought  Austria  would  win,  all  Germany  appeared  to  be  at  the 
mercy  of  Prussia.  What  is  the  explanation  of  this  astounding 
victory? 

“The  needle  gun  is  king,”  said  the  London  Times.  That  was 
only  part  of  the  explanation.  The  victory  was  due  chiefly  to  one 
of  the  world’s  greatest  strategists  and  generals— Helmuth  von 
Moltke.  For  years  he  had  given  his  days  and  nights  to  training 
and  equipping  the  Prussian  army  in  the  most  up-to-date  and  effi¬ 
cient  manner.  Long  before  the  war  with  Austria  every  movement 
of  the  armies  was  calculated,  every  emergency  foreseen  and  pro¬ 
vided  for.  The  European  world,  unaware  of  these  advantages,  was 
astounded  at  the  swift  completeness  of  the  Prussian  victory. 

Statesmen  were  also  as  much  astounded  by  Bismarck’s  modera¬ 
tion  in  victory  as  they  had  been  by  his  ruthlessness  in  bringing 
on  the  war.  Having  won  the  war,  he  wished  to  let  Austria  off  as 
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easily  as  possible.  The  treaty  negotiated  between  Prussia  and 
Austria  is  called  the  Peace  of  Prague  (August  23,  1866).  The 
principal  terms  of  the  Peace  of  Prague  were:  (1)  that  Austria 
should  pay  a  small  indemnity  to  Prussia;  (2)  that  the  old  German 
Confederation  should  be  dissolved,  and  that  Prussia  should  have 
a  free  hand  to  organize  a  new  confederation  in  North  Germany; 
(3)  that  neither  Austria  nor  the  South  German  states  should  be 
included  in  the  North  German  Confederation. 

Thus  the  century-long  rivalry  of  Austria  and  Prussia  for  the 
control  of  Germany  was  ended.  Austria  was  no  longer  a  German 
power.  The  fate  of  Germany  was  henceforth  virtually  in  the 
hands  of  Prussia.  Bismarck  at  last  had  his  opportunity  to  "unify 
Germany  under  Prussian  leadership/’  How  would  he  do  it? 

How  Bismarck  enlarged  Prussia  and  organized  the  North  German 
Confederation,  1866-1867.  Bismarck’s  first  step  in  consolidating 
Germany  was  to  enlarge  Prussia.  This  was  done  by  annexing 
Schleswig  and  Holstein,  Hanover,  Hesse-Cassel,  Nassau,  and  the 
city  of  Frankfurt.  The  people  of  these  countries  did  not  wish 
to  be  annexed  to  Prussia,  but  they  were  not  consulted.  Bismarck 
annexed  Schleswig  and  Holstein  in  order  to  give  Prussia  their  ex¬ 
cellent  ports  on  the  North  Sea  and  the  Baltic.  (Later  it  was 
through  this  territory  that  Prussia  built  the  famous  Kiel  Canal.) 
The  countries  of  Hanover,  Hesse-Cassel,  and  Nassau  were  annexed 
because  they  lay  between  the  Prussian  territory  on  the  Rhine  and 
the  Prussian  territory  east  of  the  Elbe  River.  Annexing  them 
filled  in  the  gap  and  gave  Prussia  a  continuous  territory  from  the 
frontier  of  France  to  the  frontier  of  Russia.  With  these  annexa¬ 
tions  Prussia  became,  not  only  the  largest  state  in  Germany  (ex¬ 
cluding  Austria),  but  larger  than  all  the  others  combined.  After 
1866  Prussia  possessed  two  thirds  of  the  population  and  two 
thirds  of  the  territory  of  Germany. 

With  Prussia  thus  enlarged,  Bismarck  proceeded  to  form  the 
North  German  Confederation.  Unlike  the  federations  of  Switzer¬ 
land  and  the  United  States,  the  North  German  Confederation 
was  the  union  of  one  very  large  state  with  twenty-one  small  states. 
The  constitution  was  proclaimed  in  July,  1867.  With  some  slight 
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modifications  after  the  Franco-Prussian  War  (when  the  King  of 
Prussia  took  the  title  of  Emperor,  and  the  South  German  states 
were  included)  this  constitution  remained  in  force  until  1918. 
Since  it  was  Bismarck’s  device  for  achieving  the  "'unification  of 
Germany  under  Prussian  leadership”  we  must  try  to  understand 
how  it  worked. 

The  constitution  recognized  the  predominant  position  of  Prussia 
by  making  the  King  of  Prussia  president  (after  1871,  emperor) 
of  the  confederation;  it  recognized  the  various  states  by  creating 
an  upper  legislative  chamber  ( Bundesrat )  composed  of  forty-three 
deputies  (after  1871,  sixty-one)  appointed  by  the  rulers  of  the 
various  states;  it  recognized  the  desire  for  popular  government  by 
creating  a  lower  chamber  ( Reichstag )  composed  of  deputies 
elected  by  a  democratic  suffrage.  Thus  in  form  the  North  Ger¬ 
man  Confederation  was  a  federation  of  independent  and  equal 
states  for  certain  common  objects.  But  in  practice  the  confedera¬ 
tion  was  a  device  which  placed  the  real  control  of  affairs  in  the 
hands  of  the  Prussian  king  and  his  ministers. 

First,  the  King  of  Prussia  was  president  of  the  confederation 
and  commanded  the  armies  of  the  confederation.  He  controlled 
foreign  affairs  and  made  treaties.  He  practically  controlled  the 
Bundesrat.  Members  of  the  Bundesrat  voted  by  instruction  from 
the  rulers  who  appointed  them.  The  King  of  Prussia  appointed 
seventeen  members  for  Prussia  and  by  his  influence  with  the 
rulers  of  other  states  could  usually  obtain  the  support  of  a  majority 
in  the  Bundesrat.  Thus,  since  no  laws  could  be  passed  without 
the  consent  of  the  Bundesrat,  no  laws  could  really  be  passed 
without  the  consent  of  the  King  of  Prussia. 

The  only  part  of  the  government  of  the  confederation  not  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  King  of  Prussia  was  the  Reichstag.  The  Reichstag 
was  elected  by  the  people.  But  the  Reichstag  had  no  control  over 
the  president  or  his  ministers.  It  could  not  initiate  laws,  but  only 
discuss  those  presented  to  it  by  the  president  and  his  ministers. 
Its  one  check  on  the  president  (King  of  Prussia)  and  his  ministers 
was  that  it  could  reject  such  proposed  laws.  This  was  something, 
but  not  much,  for  the  number  of  parties  in  the  Reichstag  was 
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such  that  the  president  and  his  ministers  could  almost  always  get 
a  majority  for  the  laws  which  they  wanted  passed.  Many  years 
afterward  a  German  writer  said  of  the  Reichstag  that  it  was  not  so 
much  a  law-making  body  as  a  "'debating  society.” 

By  these  means  the  first  stage  in  the  unification  of  Germany  was 
accomplished.  The  old  Germany,  like  ancient  Gaul,  was  now  di¬ 
vided  into  three  parts:  (1)  Austria;  (2)  the  North  German  Con¬ 
federation;  (3)  the  four  independent  South  German  states— Ba¬ 
varia,  Wurttemberg,  Baden,  and  Hesse-Darmstadt.  The  final  stage 
in  the  unification  of  Germany  we  shall  consider  presently.  But 
first  we  must  see  what  effect  these  events  had  on  the  organization 
of  the  government  of  the  Austrian  Empire. 

How  the  autocratic  Austrian  Empire  was  transformed  into  the 
constitutional  Austro-Hungarian  Monarchy,  1867.  The  Austrian 
Empire  had  always  been  a  curious  state.  The  emperor  ruled 
directly  the  Germans  of  Austria,  the  Italians  of  Venetia  and  Lom¬ 
bardy,  the  Czechs  of  Bohemia,  the  Magyars  of  Hungary,  the  Poles 
of  Galicia,  and  the  Serbo-Croats  of  Croatia,  besides  many  other 
Slavic  groups.  In  addition,  he  formerly  exercised  a  dominating 
influence  throughout  Italy  and  Germany.  But  the  Italian  war  and 
the  founding  of  the  Kingdom  of  Italy  (1861)  destroyed  Francis 
Joseph’s  influence  in  Italy;  then  the  Prussian  war  and  the  founding 
of  the  North  German  Confederation  (1867)  destroyed  his  power 
in  Germany.  Excluded  from  both  Italy  and  Germany,  the  em¬ 
peror  found  his  power  within  his  own  dominions  beginning  to 
crumble  also.  He  had  to  make  what  terms  he  could  with  his  own 
dissatisfied  subjects.  The  result  was  the  reorganization  of  the  old 
Austrian  Empire  into  the  dual  monarchy  of  Austria-Hungary 
(1867). 

After  the  Italian  war  of  1859,  Emperor  Francis  Joseph  first 
called  together  a  “Council  of  the  Empire”  composed  of  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  all  the  different  national  groups.  The  members  of 
the  council  asked  the  emperor  to  grant  a  constitutional  govern¬ 
ment  for  the  empire;  but  they  differed  as  to  the  form  of  govern¬ 
ment  to  be  adopted.  The  representatives  of  Bohemia,  Hungary, 
Galicia,  and  other  non-German  nations  demanded  that  each  na- 
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tion  should  be  allowed  to  establish  a  government  of  its  own,  all 
of  these  to  be  then  loosely  federated  under  the  emperor.  This 
plan  would  have  made  of  the  empire  a  loose  federation  of  practi¬ 
cally  independent  states.  The  representatives  of  the  Austrian 
Germans  were  opposed  to  this  plan.  They  wanted  a  single  united 
government  under  the  emperor,  but  they  demanded  a  parliament 
for  the  empire  as  a  whole,  which  would  share  with  the  emperor 
in  the  business  of  governing. 

The  difficulty  was  that  if  the  emperor  satisfied  his  German  sub¬ 
jects  he  would  offend  his  non-German  subjects,  while  if  he  satis¬ 
fied  his  non-German  subjects  he  would  offend  his  German  sub¬ 
jects.  Since  he  could  not  satisfy  them  both,  he  decided  to  satisfy 
as  well  as  possible  the  two  most  powerful  national  groups  and  let 
the  others  get  on  as  best  they  could.  The  two  most  powerful 
groups  were  the  Germans  of  Austria  and  the  Magyars  of  Hun¬ 
gary.  They  were  the  largest  groups  within  the  empire  and,  be¬ 
sides,  they  occupied  the  strongest  position  geographically,  being 
in  the  center  of  the  empire  along  the  Danube  River.  Francis 
Joseph  therefore  allowed  the  Germans  and  the  Magyars  to  devise 
a  form  of  government  for  the  empire  that  would  satisfy  them. 

The  two  men  who  took  a  leading  part  in  the  negotiations  were 
Count  Beust  of  Austria  and  Francis  Deak  of  Hungary.  The 
result  was  the  drafting  of  a  constitution  known  as  the  “Compro¬ 
mise/'  which  transformed  the  Austrian  Empire  into  the  dual 
monarchy  of  Austria-Hungary— a  constitution  which  lasted  until 
1918.  By  this  constitution  the  empire  was  divided  into  two  prac¬ 
tically  independent  states — Austria  and  Hungary.  Under  the  Hun¬ 
garian  government  was  all  that  part  of  the  empire  east  of  the 
Leith  River,  except  Galicia.  The  government  of  Hungary  was 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  cabinet  of  ministers  responsible  to  a 
parliament  elected  by  the  people,  but  elected  in  such  a  way  that 
the  Magyars  had  virtually  complete  control  of  it.  Thus  the  east¬ 
ern  part  of  the  empire  was  turned  over  to  the  Magyars,  who 
governed  not  only  themselves  but  also  the  various  Slavic  groups 
within  the  Kingdom  of  Hungary.  The  capital  of  the  Kingdom 
of  Hungary  and  the  seat  of  the  parliament  was  Budapest. 
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Under  the  Austrian  government  was  all  of  the  empire  west  of 
the  Leith  River,  together  with  the  Polish  province  of  Galicia.  Its 
capital  was  at  Vienna,  and  its  parliament  was  elected  in  such  a 
way  that  the  landowning  and  wealthy  classes  had  a  dominant  in¬ 
fluence.  It  was  in  the  government  of  Austria  that  the  emperor, 
Francis  Joseph,  retained  his  influence.  Possessing  executive  power 
and  the  right  to  appoint  the  ministers,  he  was  able,  by  playing 
off  the  rivalry  of  the  various  national  groups  against  each  other, 
to  direct  the  affairs  of  Austria  largely  in  the  interests  of  the  Ger¬ 
mans.  He  had  very  little  influence  in  Hungary.  He  was  King  of 
Hungary,  but  he  had  virtually  no  control  over  the  ministers  or  the 
parliament. 

Thus  the  old  Empire  was  divided  into  two  independent  states. 
In  the  state  of  Hungary  the  Magyars  had  control;  in  the  state  of 
Austria  the  emperor  and  the  Germans  were  the  dominating  influ¬ 
ence.  In  both  states  the  Slavic  groups  were  more  or  less  still 
in  the  position  of  subject  nationalities  without  self-government. 
The  arrangement  was  well  characterized  by  Count  Beust,  who 
said  to  Francis  Deak,  “You  manage  your  barbarians,  and  we  will 
manage  ours.”  By  “barbarians”  he  meant  the  Slavs. 

Practically  independent  for  all  matters  of  internal  government, 
the  two  states  of  Austria  and  Hungary  were  nevertheless  united 
for  certain  purposes.  Besides  the  two  parliaments  already  men¬ 
tioned,  one  for  Austria  and  one  for  Hungary,  there  was  also  a 
dual  parliament  representing  both  states.  This  dual  parliament 
was  composed  of  sixty  members  elected  by  the  parliament  of 
Hungary  and  sixty  members  elected  by  the  parliament  of  Austria. 
The  dual  parliament  sat  alternately  in  Vienna  and  in  Budapest, 
and  it  passed  measures  having  to  do  with  the  common  defense  of 
the  two  states.  There  were  three  ministers  of  the  dual  govern¬ 
ment  appointed  by  the  emperor— a  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  a 
minister  of  war,  and  a  minister  of  finance. 

You  may  ask  why,  since  these  two  states  of  Austria  and  Hun¬ 
gary  were  independent  in  all  matters  of  internal  government,  they 
united  for  common  defense  against  foreign  powers.  The  reason 
was  that  the  Magyars  feared  that  if  they  did  not  unite  with  the 
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Germans  for  defense  they  would  be  unable  to  maintain  their  inde¬ 
pendence  against  the  Slavic  people— particularly  the  Russians— 
who  surrounded  them  on  all  sides.  The  Germans  felt  that  if  they 
did  not  tie  themselves  up  with  the  Magyars  they  would  be 
absorbed  into  the  new  Germany  and  become  subject  to  Prussian 
domination.  So  the  two  groups  joined  in  this  curious  dual  mon¬ 
archy  for  defense,  because  the  Magyars  feared  the  Russians  and 
the  Austrian  Germans  feared  the  Prussians. 

Meantime,  what  of  the  four  independent  South  German  states 
of  Bavaria,  Wiirttemberg,  Baden,  and  Hesse-Darmstadt?  Unable 
now  to  look  to  Austria  for  protection,  could  they  maintain  their 
independence?  Or  would  the  fear  of  France  force  them  to  join 
with  the  North  German  Confederation?  The  latter  was  what 
Bismarck  hoped.  We  must  now  see  what  Bismarck  did  to  com¬ 
plete  the  unification  of  Germany. 

III.  How  Bismarck  Proposed  to  Unite  all  Germany  by  War 

with  France 

How  Bismarck  tried  to  win  the  good-will  of  the  South  Germans. 

The  people  of  South  Germany  for  the  most  part  had  no  desire 
to  join  the  North  German  Confederation.  To  do  so  would  be 
to  subject  themselves  to  Prussian  domination,  and  they  feared  and 
disliked  the  Prussians  for  three  reasons  especially. 

First,  the  South  Germans  were,  and  still  are,  a  different  people 
from  the  Prussians.  The  Prussians  were  a  practical,  hard-headed 
people.  The  South  Germans  were  far  more  easy-going,  more 
intellectual  and  artistic,  less  aggressive.  They  disliked  the  hard, 
unimaginative  Prussians.  Second,  the  South  Germans  were 
mostly  Catholics;  the  North  Germans  mostly  Protestants.  The 
South  Germans  therefore  hesitated  to  join  the  North  German 
Confederation  because  they  feared  that  the  Protestant  majority 
might  try  to  impose  restrictions  on  their  religion.  Finally,  the 
South  Germans  were  more  liberal  in  political  ideas  than  the  Prus¬ 
sians.  Even  the  aristocratic  classes  in  the  south,  particularly  in 
Bavaria,  had  little  sympathy  with  the  autocratic  traditions  of  the 
Hohenzollern  dynasty  of  Prussia. 
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Courtesy  German  Tourist  Information  Office 

An  Early  German  Factory  in  the  Ruhr  District 

This  cutlery  plant,  built  in  the  early  nineteenth  century,  was  run  by  water 
power.  The  water  wheel  can  be  seen  at  the  right. 

Bismarck  knew  very  well  why  the  South  Germans  did  not  desire 
to  join  the  North  German  Confederation.  Yet  unless  they  were 
included  in  the  new  Germany,  the  work  of  unification  would  be 
only  half  done.  Bismarck  made  no  effort  to  coerce  the  South 
German  states  into  a  political  union  with  the  northern  confedera¬ 
tion,  but  he  did  much  to  unite  them  by  voluntary  agreements, 
especially  in  economic  and  military  matters.  In  1867-1868  mili¬ 
tary  conventions  were  entered  into  which  provided  for  joint  action 
by  the  South  German  states  and  the  North  German  Confedera¬ 
tion  in  case  of  a  defensive  war  against  France.  More  important 
was  the  arrangement  that  there  should  be  a  ZoIIparliament  com¬ 
posed  of  deputies  elected  by  the  people  in  North  and  South  Ger¬ 
many.  The  purpose  of  the  ZoIIparliament  was  to  discuss  the 
economic  and  commercial  interests  of  Germany  as  a  whole,  and  to 
devise  uniform  laws  in  the  interest  of  all  the  states,  south  as  well 
as  north. 

Besides  endeavoring  to  win  the  good-will  of  the  South  Ger¬ 
mans,  Bismarck  did  what  he  could  to  increase  their  fear  of  France. 
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Group  of  Middle-Class  Germans,  about  1870 
The  balcony  of  Professor  Schroedter’s  house  in  Karlsruhe.  The  man  leaning 
against  the  railing  is  the  professor.  The  man  smoking  a  cigar  is  Anton  von 
Werner,  the  artist  who  drew  this  sketch. 


This  was  not  difficult  to  do,  since  Napoleon  was  now  asking  for 
those  compensations  which  he  had  expected  to  get  as  a  reward  for 
remaining  neutral  in  the  Austro-Prussian  War  of  1866.  In  1866 
Napoleon  asked  for  that  part  of  Bavaria  which  was  called  the 
Rhenish  Palatinate.  Next  he  asked  for  Belgium.  In  these  dis¬ 
cussions  Bismarck  played  a  very  shrewd  game.  He  made  it  plain 
to  the  South  German  states  that  they  were  menaced  by  the  ag¬ 
gressive  policy  of  Napoleon.  Yet  Bismarck  was  not  satisfied  with 
making  the  Germans  fear  that  Napoleon  might  make  war  on 
Germany.  It  was  necessary  to  bring  Napoleon  to  the  point  of 
actually  making  such  a  war. 

How  Bismarck  tried  to  bring  about  the  Franco-Prussian  War  of 
1870.  That  Bismarck  did  all  he  could  to  bring  about  a  war  with 
France  is  certain.  In  his  Reminiscences  he  says:  “I  assumed  that 
a  united  Germany  was  only  a  question  of  time,  .  .  .  but  I  did  not 
doubt  that  a  war  with  France  must  take  place  before  a  united 
Germany  could  be  realized/’  But  much  as  Bismarck  wanted  war 
with  France,  he  could  not  attack  France.  He  must  manage  to 
get  France  to  attack  Germany.  His  opportunity  came  in  1870,  in 
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connection  with  the  “Spanish  throne  question.”  Just  as  he  had 
made  use  of  the  Schleswig-Holstein  question  to  bring  on  a  war 
with  Austria  in  1 866,  so  now  he  seized  upon  the  Spanish  throne 
question  to  bring  on  a  war  with  France. 

In  1868,  as  a  result  of  a  revolution  in  Spain,  Queen  Isabella  was 
deposed.  Possessing  a  throne  with  no  one  on  it,  the  revolutionists 
began  to  look  for  a  king.  They  offered  the  throne  to  Prince 
Leopold,  of  Hohenzollern,  a  cousin  of  the  King  of  Prussia.  Prince 
Leopold  declined  the  offer  (1869).  But  Bismarck,  foreseeing  that 
the  French  government  would  dislike  much  to  see  a  Prussian 
prince  on  the  throne  of  Spain,  sent  a  secret  agent  to  Madrid  to 
request  the  Spanish  revolutionists  to  renew  the  offer  to  Prince 
Leopold.  The  result  was  that  in  1870  the  Spanish  throne  was 
once  more  offered  to  Prince  Leopold,  and  this  time  he  accepted 
it  (July  2,  1870). 

The  acceptance  of  the  Spanish  throne  by  Prince  Leopold  had 
precisely  the  effect  in  France  that  Bismarck  hoped  for.  The 
French  government  protested  vigorously;  it  even  went  so  far  as 
to  say  that  it  would  “not  permit”  a  Hohenzollern  prince  to  be 
King  of  Spain.  The  French  ambassador,  Benedetti,  was  sent  to 
Ems,  where  the  King  of  Prussia  happened  to  be,  to  demand  of 
King  William  that  he,  as  head  of  the  Hohenzollern  family,  should 
order  Prince  Leopold  to  withdraw  his  acceptance  of  the  Spanish 
throne.  King  William  refused.  Bismarck  was  now  quite  happy. 
It  seemed  almost  certain  that  France  would  make  war  on  Prussia 
in  order  to  prevent  Prince  Leopold  from  becoming  King  of  Spain. 

But  then,  on  July  12,  it  was  announced  that  Prince  Leopold, 
on  the  advice  of  his  father,  had  voluntarily  withdrawn  his  accept¬ 
ance  and  would  not  after  all  become  king  of  Spain.  Bismarck 
took  it  for  granted  that  the  French  government  would  be  entirely 
satisfied  with  the  withdrawal  of  Prince  Leopold,  and  that  no  war 
would  result.  He  was  so  disappointed  that  he  determined  to 
resign  his  office  as  Chancellor  of  the  North  German  Confedera¬ 
tion.  On  July  13  he  went  to  Berlin  to  consult  with  his  friends 
Von  Roon  and  Von  Moltke  about  his  resignation.  He  invited 
the  two  men  to  dine  with  him,  but  the  certain  prospect  of  peace 
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made  them  all  so  despondent  that  they  could  neither  eat  nor 
drink  with  any  pleasure.  While  they  were  sitting  at  dinner  Bis¬ 
marck  received  from  King  William  a  telegram  which  stated  that 
the  French  government  had  made  some  new  demands.  It  was 
not  satisfied  with  the  simple  withdrawal  of  Prince  Leopold,  but 
asked  in  addition  that  King  William  should  promise  never  in 
the  future  to  permit  a  Hohenzollern  to  sit  on  the  Spanish  throne. 

This  was  the  famous  Ems  telegram.  When  he  had  read  it, 
Bismarck  felt  more  cheerful,  for  he  saw  at  once  that  he  could  use 
this  telegram  in  such  a  way  as  to  infuriate  France  and  bring  on 
the  war  after  all.  If  the  French  government  wanted  peace,  it  had 
made  a  stupid  blunder.  If  it  wanted  war,  it  had  done  just  the 
right  thing  to  bring  it  on.  Leaving  Bismarck  and  his  friends  sit¬ 
ting  in  Berlin  with  the  Ems  telegram  before  them,  we  must  now 
turn  to  Paris  in  order  to  see  whether  the  French  government 
wanted  peace  or  war,  and  why  it  made  this  extraordinary  demand 
after  all  cause  of  quarrel  seemed  to  have  disappeared. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  was  the  Confederation  of  1815?  How  many  states  were 
included  in  it?  Why  were  the  German  people  dissatisfied 
with  this  form  of  government? 

2.  What  was  Bismarck’s  plan  of  unification? 

3.  How  did  Bismarck  become  the  prime  minister  of  King 
William  of  Prussia?  How  did  he  carry  through  the  military 
reforms?  Why  were  the  Progressive  Liberals  opposed  to  Bis¬ 
marck’s  policies?  Why  were  the  Conservatives  not  very  favor¬ 
able  to  him? 

4.  What  was  the  “Schleswig-Holstein  question”?  How  did  it 
lead  to  the  Austro-Prussian  War  of  1866?  What  states  sided 
with  Austria  in  this  war,  and  why?  Why  did  Napoleon  re¬ 
main  neutral?  What  was  the  importance  of  the  Austro-Prus¬ 
sian  War?  What  were  the  provisions  of  the  Peace  of  Prague, 
1866? 

5.  What  states  were  annexed  to  Prussia  after  the  Austro-Prussian 
War?  What  were  the  reasons  for  annexation?  Describe  the 
North  German  Confederation  of  1867.  How  did  Prussia 
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exercise  a  dominating  influence  in  this  confederation?  How 
was  it  modified  in  1871? 

6.  How  was  Austria’s  position  in  Europe  changed  by  the  events 
of  1859-1867?  How  was  the  government  of  the  Austrian 
Empire  changed  in  1867? 

7.  Why  did  the  South  German  states  fear  Prussia?  What  did 
Bismarck  do  to  lessen  this  fear?  How  did  he  try  to  make  the 
South  German  states  fear  France?  Why  did  he  do  this? 

8.  What  was  the  “Spanish  throne  question”?  How  did  Bismarck 
make  use  of  it  to  bring  on  a  war  with  France? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Explain  how  the  following  words  and  names  are  used  in  this 
chapter:  guarantee,  cynical,  mysticism,  inscrutable,  protocol, 
Progressive  Liberals,  Koniggratz,  Bundesrat,  Reichstag,  Deak, 
barbarians. 

2.  Study  the  map  of  Germany  until  you  can  draw  its  outlines 
from  memory,  locating  the  leading  states  in  the  North  German 
Confederation,  and  Baden,  Wiirttemberg,  Bavaria,  Hesse- 
Darmstadt. 

3.  Write  an  imaginary  interview  with  Bismarck,  in  dialogue  form. 
Suggest  to  him  all  the  reasons  that  you  can  think  of  to  con¬ 
vince  him  that  he  cannot  unite  Germany.  Bismarck,  who  for 
once  talks  frankly,  tells  you  why  he  thinks  that  he  can  unite 
Germany  by  diplomacy  and  by  “blood  and  iron.” 

4.  Compare  Bismarck  and  Cavour  as  to  political  ideas. 

5.  Compare  the  constitutions  of  the  North  German  Confedera¬ 
tion  and  the  United  States  of  America.  Then  make  an  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  constitution  of  the  Dual  Monarchy. 

6.  Subject  for  debate:  Bismarck  was  justified  in  the  methods 
which  he  used  to  bring  about  war  between  Prussia  and  Austria. 

7.  Write  a  brief  statement  of  what  Bismarck  hoped  would  hap¬ 
pen  if  France  made  war  on  Germany.  In  the  next  chapter 
you  will  find  out  how  far  his  hopes  were  realized. 

Selected  References 

General  reading 

Robinson  and  Beard,  Modern  Europe ,  II,  eh.  xxii.  Robinson 
and  Beard,  Outlines,  II,  ch.  xviii.  Ferguson  and  Bruun,  European 


THE  UNIFICATION  OF  GERMANY 


529 


Civilization ,  II,  ch.  xx.  Hazen,  Modern  Europe ,  ch.  xxi.  Schevill, 
History  of  Europe ,  ch.  xxvii.  Hayes,  Modern  Europe ,  II,  180-211. 
Schapiro,  European  History  (revised  ed.),  ch.  xv.  Riker,  Short 
History  of  Modern  Europe ,  ch.  xiii.  Achorn,  European  Civiliza¬ 
tion  and  Politics ,  ch.  v. 


More  detailed  accounts 

Schevill,  Making  of  Modern  Germany ,  chs.  iv-v;  Priest,  Germany 
since  1740 ,  chs.  viii-x;  Hazen,  Europe  since  1814,  ch.  xi;  R.  M. 
McBride,  Towns  and  People  of  Modern  Germany. 


Biography 

C.  G.  Robertson,  Bismarck.  E.  Ludwig,  Bismarck.  C.  Lowe, 
Prince  Bismarck.  Munroe  Smith,  Bismarck  and  German  Unity. 
i  A.  D.  White,  Seven  Great  Statesmen.  R.  Flenley,  Makers  of 
Nineteenth  Century  Europe. 


Sources 

Robinson  and  Beard,  Readings  in  Modern  History,  II,  142-158. 
The  Reflections  and  Reminiscences  of  Prince  Bismarck,  2  vols. 
(Not  always  to  be  relied  upon,  since  they  were  written  years  after 
the  events  described.)  Prince  Bismarck’s  Letters  to  his  Wife, 
translated  by  F.  Maxse.  The  provisions  of  the  Prussian  constitu¬ 
tion  defining  the  right  to  vote  for  members  of  the  Landtag  are 
given  in  Schevill,  Making  of  Modern  Germany ,  p.  217;  Scott  and 
Baltzly,  Readings  in  European  History,  ch.  vii,  sec.  2. 


1 7 

THE  FRANCO-PRUSSIAN  WAR,  1870-1871 

HOW  VICTOR  EMMANUEL  WON  A  CAPITAL,  KING 
WILLIAM  A  CROWN,  AND  THE  FRENCH 
PEOPLE  A  REPUBLIC 

We  are  still  fighting  Louis  XIV.  Leopold  von  Ranke 


I.  A  War  Which  Was  Easily  Begun  and  Quickly  Ended 

How  Louis  Napoleon's  most  loyal  friends  badgered  him  into  a 
war  with  Germany.  Of  course  the  mass  of  the  French  people  did 
not  want  war  with  Germany.  They  had  no  influence,  and  no  great 
interest  in  the  matter.  Napoleon  himself  was  not  very  keen  for 
the  war.  But  Napoleon  was  surrounded  by  many  influential 
friends  called  “Ultra-Imperialists,”  who  gathered  daily  at  the 
imperial  court  to  do  homage  to  the  emperor,  and  to  the  empress 
Eugenie,  who  was  herself  a  most  ardent  Imperialist.  These  people 
had  always  been  proud  of  Napoleon's  power  at  home  and  of  his 
prestige  abroad.  But  during  the  ten  years  following  1860  Napo¬ 
leon's  power  had  declined,  and  the  Ultra-Imperialists  insisted  that 
he  should  do  something  striking  to  revive  his  waning  popularity. 

First  of  all,  after  1860  Napoleon  had  gradually  “liberalized”  the 
government.  In  1870  he  sanctioned  a  new  constitution  which 
lessened  his  own  power  and  increased  that  of  the  ministers  and 
the  Chamber  of  Deputies.  These  changes  greatly  alarmed  the 
Ultra-Imperialists.  They  felt  that  Napoleon  should  have  kept  the 
power  in  his  own  hands.  They  were  even  more  alarmed  by  his 
blunders  in  foreign  affairs.  In  1859  he  had  helped  Cavour  against 
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The  Cathedral  of  Notre  Dame,  the  Pont  Sully,  and  the  Seine 
This  view  of  Paris  is  from  an  etching  by  Bejot. 


Austria,  but  had  withdrawn  when  the  war  was  half  finished.  In 
1862-1867  he  intervened  in  Mexico  and  at  great  cost  established 
an  empire  there  under  the  Austrian  prince,  Maximilian,  only  to 
abandon  the  enterprise  when  the  United  States  protested.  Most 
serious  of  all,  in  1866  he  had  remained  neutral  in  the  Austro- 
Prussian  War,  thus  allowing  Bismarck  to  build  up  a  powerful 
German  federation  across  the  Rhine  without  gaining  any  territorial 
compensations  for  France. 

Thus  in  1870  the  Ultra-Imperialist  friends  of  Napoleon  felt  that 
he  had  made  serious  blunders.  They  felt  that  something  must  be 
done  to  restore  the  prestige  of  the  emperor  in  France  and  in 
Europe.  And  what  could  restore  the  prestige  of  the  emperor 
more  effectively  than  a  successful  war  with  Germany  and  the 
cession  of  some  German  territory  to  France? 

Such  was  the  situation  when,  on  July  2,  1870,  it  was  announced 
that  Leopold  of  Hohenzollern  had  accepted  the  throne  of  Spain. 
The  French  government  protested  vigorously.  Benedetti,  sent  to 
interview  King  William  of  Prussia  at  Ems,  was  instructed  to  ask 
King  William  to  compel  Prince  Leopold  to  withdraw  his  accept¬ 
ance.  The  king  declined.  Thus  it  seemed  that  war  between 
France  and  Germany  was  inevitable. 

But  then,  on  July  12,  it  was  announced  that  Prince  Leopold, 
acting  on  the  instructions  of  his  father,  had  withdrawn  his  accept- 
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ance  and  would  after  all  not  become  king  of  Spain.  Most  people 
took  it  for  granted  that  this  ended  the  quarrel.  The  famous 
French  politician  and  historian,  Guizot,  said  that  it  was  the  great¬ 
est  diplomatic  triumph  which  France  had  won  in  his  time.  King 
William  said  that  a  millstone  had  been  lifted  from  his  heart.  Bis¬ 
marck,  as  we  have  seen,  thinking  that  peace  was  assured,  was  so 
discouraged  that  he  decided  to  resign.  French  honor  seemed 
more  than  safe;  it  appeared  triumphant. 

Napoleon  himself,  upon  hearing  of  the  withdrawal  of  Prince 
Leopold,  said:  “It  is  a  great  relief  to  me.”  When  he  went  to  his 
palace  at  Saint-Cloud  on  the  afternoon  of  July  12,  the  empress,  the 
Due  de  Gramont,  General  Bourbaki,  and  many  others  were  there. 
They  gathered  round  him.  “Peace  is  assured,”  he  told  them. 
They  were  dismayed.  “The  empire  will  fall  like  a  house  of  cards!” 
the  empress  is  said  to  have  exclaimed.  General  Bourbaki  said 
something  about  breaking  his  sword  for  very  shame.  Napoleon 
was  an  old  man,  suffering  from  illness.  He  wanted  to  satisfy 
everyone,  especially  those  with  whom  he  was  daily  associated.  He 
allowed  himself  to  be  persuaded;  and  so  about  seven  o’clock,  on 
July  12,  he  authorized  the  Due  de  Gramont  to  send  an  official 
dispatch  to  Benedetti  at  Ems.  Benedetti  was  instructed  to  de¬ 
mand  of  King  William  that  he  should  not  only  approve  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  Prince  Leopold,  but  also  “give  assurance  that  he  would 
not  again  authorize  his  candidature.” 

This  was  the  famous  demand  for  future  guarantees.  Neither 
Ollivier,  the  prime  minister,  nor  any  other  minister  except  de  Gra¬ 
mont  knew  anything  of  it  until  the  next  day.  Napoleon,  yielding 
to  the  clamor  of  the  Ultra-Imperialists,  was  solely  responsible. 

The  next  day,  July  13,  Benedetti  met  King  William  on  the 
promenade  at  Ems  and  presented  the  demand  according  to  his 
instructions.  The  king  replied  courteously  that  as  for  future 
guarantees,  he  could  not  bind  himself.  If  Benedetti  had  been 
content  with  this  reply,  the  war  might  have  been  avoided.  But 
Benedetti  pressed  the  king  a  second  time  to  give  his  promise. 
King  William,  who  had  a  fine  sense  of  his  own  dignity,  was  much 
irritated,  and  at  last  he  said:  “It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Ambassador, 
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that  I  have  so  clearly  expressed  myself  to  the  effect  that  I  can 
never  make  such  a  declaration,  that  I  have  nothing  more  to  add.” 
Lifting  his  hat,  he  moved  away. 

The  Ems  telegram:  How  King  William  and  Bismarck  helped  to 
make  the  war  inevitable.  Even  so  the  matter  might  have  been 
settled  peaceably.  But  now  King  William  did  an  unusual  thing. 
Contrary  to  all  diplomatic  precedent,  he  authorized  his  secretary, 
Abeken,  to  telegraph  to  Bismarck  a  statement  of  what  had  oc¬ 
curred,  giving  Bismarck  permission  to  publish  the  statement  in 
the  newspapers.  Abeken  thereupon  sent  to  Bismarck  the  famous 
Ems  telegram. 

We  must  now  return  to  Bismarck  at  Berlin,  where  we  left  him 
at  the  close  of  the  last  chapter,  sitting  at  dinner  with  Von  Roon 
and  Von  Moltke,  very  much  depressed  because  there  seemed  no 
longer  any  prospect  of  war.  It  was  while  they  were  sitting  there 
that  Bismarck  received  the  Ems  telegram  from  King  William. 
What  happened  then,  Bismarck  tells  us  in  his  Reminiscences, 
written  long  afterwards,  but  probably  accurate  enough. 

I  read  the  telegram  out  to  my  guests,  whose  depression  was  so 
great  that  they  turned  away  from  food  and  drink.  ...  I  put  a 
few  questions  to  Moltke  as  to  our  military  preparations.  .  .  .  He 
answered  that  if  there  was  to  be  war  he  expected  no  advantage 
to  us  in  deferring  the  outbreak.  ...  In  view  of  the  attitude  of 
France  our  national  sense  of  honor  compelled  us,  in  my  opinion, 
to  go  to  war.  .  .  .  Under  this  conviction,  I  made  use  of  the  king’s 
authorization,  which  included  a  command  [this  is  not  true],  to 
publish  the  contents  of  the  telegram;  and  in  the  presence  of  my 
two  guests  I  reduced  the  telegram  by  striking  out  words,  but 
without  adding  or  altering  [the  sense]. 

After  I  had  read  out  the  condensed  edition  to  my  two  guests, 
...  I  went  on  to  explain:  “If  I  at  once  communicate  this 
text  ...  to  the  newspapers  it  will  be  known  in  Paris  before  mid¬ 
night,  and  not  only  on  account  of  its  contents,  but  also  on  ac¬ 
count  of  the  manner  of  its  distribution,  will  have  the  effect  of  a 
red  rag  on  the  Gallic  bull.  Fight  we  must,  if  we  do  not  want  to 
act  the  part  of  vanquished  without  a  battle.”  .  .  .  This  explana¬ 
tion  brought  about  in  the  two  generals  a  revulsion  to  a  more 
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Courtesy  Musee  Carnavalet 

Life  in  Paris  during  the  Siege,  1870-71 
From  a  contemporary  painting  by  Pille.  People  are  in  line  before  a  municipal 
canteen  waiting  to  receive  the  few  rations  available. 


joyous  mood.  .  .  .  They  had  suddenly  recovered  their  pleasure 
in  eating  and  drinking  and  spoke  in  a  more  cheerful  vein.1 

Did  Bismarck  “falsify”  the  Ems  telegram?  Much  has  been 
written  on  this  question.  At  least  this  much  is  certain,  that  Bis¬ 
marck’s  wording  of  the  telegram  was  intended  to  make  the 
Germans  think  that  the  French  ambassador  had  insulted  the 
Prussian  king  and  to  make  the  French  people  think  that  the 
Prussian  king  had  insulted  the  French  ambassador.  The  effect 
was  precisely  what  Bismarck  hoped.  On  July  14  the  streets  of 
Berlin  were  filled  with  excited  people  clamoring  for  war  with 
France;  the  streets  of  Paris  were  filled  with  excited  people  clamor¬ 
ing  for  war  with  Prussia.  Perhaps  Napoleon  and  his  ministers 
might  still  have  avoided  war.  But  even  the  prime  minister. 


1  Bismarck  the  Man  and  the  Statesman.  Translated  from  the  German. 
Harper  and  Brothers. 
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Ollivier,  who  had  sincerely  desired  to  prevent  war,  now  felt  that  it 
was  necessary  to  vindicate  the  “honor"  of  France.  Mobilization 
of  the  French  armies  began  on  July  15;  on  July  19  France  declared 
war  on  Prussia. 

The  Franco-Prussian  War,  1870-1871:  How  the  French  armies 
proved  incompetent  and  suffered  defeat.  All  Germans  felt  that 
Napoleon  was  making  an  unprovoked  war  of  aggression  on  Ger- 
I  many.  Accordingly  the  four  South  German  states  immediately 
i  joined  Prussia  and  the  North  German  Confederation.  The  Ger¬ 
mans  had  385,000  soldiers  immediately  available  for  the  invasion  of 
France.  Yet  the  French  were  confident  of  winning.  Marshall 
Leboeuf  boasted  that  the  army  was  ready  “down  to  the  last  button 
on  the  last  gaiter."  But  in  fact  the  French  armies  were  inferior 
to  the  German  armies  in  organization,  equipment,  and  leadership. 
Confusion  reigned  everywhere.  Commanders  arriving  at  the  front 
found  cannon  without  ammunition,  horses  without  harnesses,  and 
guns  provided  with  cartridges  too  large  or  too  small  for  the  bores. 
General  Michel  telegraphed  from  Belfort:  “Can’t  find  my  brigade. 
Can’t  find  the  general  of  the  division.  What  shall  I  do?"  Thir¬ 
teen  days  after  the  beginning  of  mobilization  there  was  still  not 
a  single  army  corps  ready  to  take  the  field. 

The  only  things  the  French  generals  were  adequately  provided 
with  were  military  maps  of  Germany— which  they  never  needed 
to  use.  The  German  armies,  perfectly  equipped  and  intelligently 
led,  moved  into  Alsace  and  Lorraine.  Thus  thrown  on  the  defen¬ 
sive,  the  French  attempted  to  hold  Metz  and  Strasbourg.  August 
6,  General  MacMahon  was  defeated  at  Worth  and  retired  to 
Chalons.  The  Germans  pushed  on,  defeated  General  Bazaine 
(Aug.  18),  and  bottled  him  and  his  entire  army  up  in  the 
fortress  of  Metz  (Sept.  1).  Napoleon  had  meantime  joined 
General  MacMahon  at  Chalons.  General  MacMahon  desired  to 
retire  in  defense  of  Paris,  while  gathering  reinforcements.  But 
officials  of  Paris  telegraphed  the  general  that  a  retreat  would  be 
followed  by  revolution.  Napoleon  and  General  MacMahon  there¬ 
fore  moved  eastward,  and  when  it  was  too  late  decided  after  all 
to  retreat.  The  Germans  caught  them  at  Sedan,  where,  on  Sep- 
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Gambetta  Escaping  from  Paris  in  a  Balloon 
From  L’lllustration,  Oct.  15,  1870.  Gambetta,  minister  of  the  interior  in  the 
provisional  government,  escaped  from  Paris  in  order  to  organize  an  army  to 

overcome  the  siege. 

tember  1,  the  French  army  was  surrounded  and  captured.  Sep¬ 
tember  2,  Napoleon  telegraphed  to  Paris:  “The  army  has  been 
defeated  and  captured.  I  myself  am  a  prisoner/'  The  Germans 
then  moved  on  to  Paris. 

Napoleon's  pathetic  telegram  reached  Paris  September  3.  The 
next  day  the  Legislative  Assembly  met.  A  crowd  of  people  in¬ 
vaded  the  Chamber  crying:  “Down  with  the  empire!  Long  live 
the  republic!”  Gambetta,  Jules  Ferry,  and  others  went  to  the 
Hotel  de  Ville  and  there,  before  a  shouting  mob,  proclaimed  the 
republic.  A  provisional  Government  of  National  Defense  was 
hastily  formed  to  take  charge  of  affairs  and  prepare  Paris  for  the 
oncoming  Germans.  Among  the  members  of  the  new  government 
were  Gambetta  and  Jules  Favre.  Gambetta  was  for  fighting  to 
the  last  ditch,  but  the  majority  of  the  members  were  willing  to 
make  peace  if  no  French  territory  was  ceded.  The  Germans 
demanded  the  cession  of  Alsace  and  Lorraine.  “Not  an  inch  of 
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our  territory!”  Jules  Favre  replied;  and  so  the  Government  of 
National  Defense  prepared  to  hold  Paris.  The  city  made  a  heroic 
defense.  In  January,  1871,  the  people,  in  order  to  keep  warm,  cut 
down  the  fine  trees  in  the  Champs  Elysees  and  the  Bois  de 
Boulogne,  and  for  food  were  reduced  to  anything  they  could  get — 
cats  and  dogs  for  preference,  rats  at  two  francs  each  for  those  who 
could  afford  nothing  better.  Gambetta,  escaping  in  October  from 
Paris  in  a  balloon,  established  a  branch  of  the  Government  of 
National  Defense  at  Tours  (later  moved  to  Bordeaux)  and  tried 
to  rouse  the  country  for  the  defense  of  Paris.  But  the  raw  levies 
which  he  enlisted  were  no  match  for  the  seasoned  soldiers  of 
Von  Moltke;  and  on  January  28  the  city  of  Paris,  reduced  to  actual 
starvation,  surrendered. 

II.  How  the  War  Affected  National  Unity 

The  Franco-Prussian  War,  1870-1871:  The  Peace  of  Frankfurt, 
May  10,  1871.  Since  the  Government  of  National  Defense  had 
no  proper  authority  to  cede  French  territory,  a  National  Assembly 
was  elected  by  the  people  of  France  for  the  purpose  of  making 
peace  with  Germany.  The  National  Assembly  was  composed 
mainly  of  representatives  of  the  old  monarchist  parties — Legit¬ 
imists  and  Orleanists,  with  a  sprinkling  of  Bonapartists,  and  some 
Republicans  elected  from  Paris  and  the  other  large  towns.  The 
Assembly  met  at  Bordeaux,  February  12,  1871.  Five  days  later  it 
elected  Adolphe  Thiers  “Head  of  the  Executive  Power.”  Thiers 
was  now  the  most  popular  man  in  France.  He  had  first  become 
prominent  in  connection  with  the  Revolution  of  1830.  He  had 
served  as  a  minister  under  Louis  Philippe.  He  was  the  author 
of  a  famous  and  popular  history,  The  Consulate  and  the  Empire. 
He  had  tried  to  prevent  the  Franco-Prussian  War,  but  after  it 
broke  out  made  a  tour  of  Europe  in  the  vain  effort  to  obtain  the 
assistance  of  the  great  powers  on  behalf  of  France.  So  the  Assem¬ 
bly  empowered  him  to  negotiate  the  peace  with  Germany. 

The  French  and  German  negotiators  met  at  Versailles,  in  the 
famous  old  palace  of  Louis  XIV.  Bismarck  stated  his  demands— 
a  huge  indemnity  and  the  cession  of  Alsace,  most  of  Lorraine  (in- 
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Life  in  Paris  during  the  Siege,  1870-71 
From  L’ Illustration,  January  7,  1871.  Killing  an  elephant  at  the  Jardin  des 
Plantes  (zoological  and  botanical  gardens)  for  food. 

eluding  Metz),  and  the  city  of  Belfort.  The  people  of  Lorraine 
were  French-speaking,  those  of  Alsace  mostly  German.  The 
people  of  both  provinces  had  long  since  become  satisfied  with 
French  rule,  and  a  popular  vote  in  1871  would  have  been  over¬ 
whelmingly  in  favor  of  remaining  part  of  France.  But  German 
national  sentiment  demanded  the  recovery  of  these  old  “imperial 
lands.”  The  possession  of  Strasbourg  and  Metz  would  also  give 
Germany  a  great  advantage  in  time  of  war.  Moltke  said  that  Metz 
in  German  hands  was  worth  100,000  soldiers.  Bismarck  was  not 
very  keen  for  demanding  so  much.  “I  do  not  like  so  many  French¬ 
men  in  our  house  against  their  will,”  he  said.  But  Moltke  and 
King  William  were  determined  to  have  Alsace  and  Lorraine. 

Thiers  and  the  French  negotiators  made  a  desperate  effort  to  get 
better  terms.  At  one  time  in  the  discussion  Thiers  burst  out  in 
furious  anger:  “Make  war  then!  Ravage  our  provinces,  burn, 
slaughter!  ...  We  may  be  defeated,  but  at  least  we  will  not  be 
dishonored.”  Bismarck  was  not  sure  whether  Thiers  was  in 
earnest.  He  knew  that  Europe  was  becoming  alarmed  at  the 
extraordinary  success  of  Prussia,  and  he  feared  that  if  peace  were 
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not  speedily  made  the  great  powers  might  intervene.  He  there¬ 
fore  got  Moltke  and  King  William  to  make  slight  concessions.  He 
said  that  the  French  might  keep  Belfort,  provided  the  German 
army  were  allowed  a  triumphal  march  through  Paris.  On  these 
terms  the  final  treaty  was  signed  at  Frankfurt,  May  10,  1871. 

The  Treaty  of  Frankfurt  provided  (1)  that  France  should  cede 
all  of  Alsace  and  part  of  Lorraine,  including  Metz;  (2)  that  France 
should  pay  an  indemnity  of  5,000,000,000  francs  ($1,000,000,000); 
(3)  that  certain  French  fortresses  should  be  occupied  by  German 
troops  until  the  indemnity  was  paid. 

Thus  ended  the  Franco-Prussian  War  of  1870-1871— the  most 
important  European  war  between  1815  and  1914.  The  immediate 
results  of  this  famous  war  were  three:  (1)  the  completion  of 
Italian  unification;  (2)  the  completion  of  German  unification; 
(3)  the  establishment  of  the  third  French  Republic.  We  must 
now  learn  something  about  each  of  these. 

Results  of  the  Franco-Prussian  War:  (I)  Completion  of  the  uni¬ 
fication  of  Italy.  The  first  immediate  result  of  the  Franco-Prussian 
War  was  the  completion  of  Cavour’s  plans  for  the  unification  of 
Italy.  When  Cavour  died  in  1861  the  Kingdom  of  Italy  had  been 
established,  but  it  did  not  yet  include  either  the  province  of 
Venetia  or  the  city  of  Rome  and  the  territory  round  about  (see 
p.  503).  The  province  of  Venetia  was  obtained  from  Austria  dur¬ 
ing  the  Austro-Prussian  War  of  1866,  but  so  long  as  Napoleon 
supported  the  Pope  the  Italian  government  did  not  venture  to 
take  possession  of  Rome.  The  Franco-Prussian  War,  forcing 
Napoleon  to  abandon  the  Pope,  provided  the  Italian  government 
with  the  opportunity  it  had  been  waiting  for.  As  soon  as  the  war 
started,  the  king,  Victor  Emmanuel,  with  Bismarck’s  approval, 
marched  60,000  troops  into  the  Papal  States,  and  on  September  20, 
1870— less  than  three  weeks  after  the  Battle  of  Sedan— they  occu¬ 
pied  the  ancient  capital  of  Italy.  The  Pope’s  subjects  were  ,  al¬ 
lowed  to  decide  whether  they  preferred  to  be  united  to  the  King¬ 
dom  of  Italy  or  remain  under  papal  rule.  They  voted  130,000  to 
1500  in  favor  of  becoming  subjects  of  Victor  Emmanuel. 

In  spite  of  the  wishes  of  his  subjects,  Pope  Pius  IX  refused  to 
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yield.  He  retired  to  his  palace  in  the  Vatican  Gardens,  refusing 
to  recognize  Victor  Emmanuel  as  king,  and  refusing  to  make  any 
treaty  with  him.  As  head  of  the  Catholic  Church,  the  Pope  was 
an  international  figure,  and  far  too  powerful  to  be  treated  as  an 
ordinary  person.  The  Italian  government  therefore  declared  the 
person  of  the  Pope  to  be  sacred  and  inviolable.  Certain  places  in 
Rome— the  Vatican,  the  Lateran,  Castel  Gandolfo,  and  their 
gardens — were  declared  to  be  subject  entirely  to  the  Pope.  Within 
these  places  the  Pope  was  recognized  as  a  foreign  power.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  Italian  government  granted  to  the  Pope  an  annual 
revenue  of  about  $650,000  as  an  indemnity  for  the  territory  which 
he  had  lost.  But  Pius  IX  and  his  successors  refused  to  accept  the 
annual  revenue.  Until  the  year  1929  (see  p.  803),  they  acted  on 
the  theory  that  the  Italian  government  was  a  usurping  government 
and  that  they  themselves  were  prisoners  within  the  Vatican 
Gardens. 

Meantime,  the  capital  of  the  kingdom,  formerly  removed  from 
Turin  to  Florence,  was  moved  from  Florence  to  Rome.  Thus  in 
1871  Cavour’s  dream  of  a  united  Italy  with  its  capital  at  Rome 
was  at  last  realized. 

Results  of  the  Franco-Prussian  War:  (2)  The  completion  of  the 
unification  of  Germany.  Bismarck  had  desired  the  war  for  one 
reason  only— because  he  believed  that  it  would  make  it  possible  to 
complete  the  unification  of  Germany  by  uniting  the  South  Ger¬ 
man  states  with  the  North  German  Confederation.  In  this  his 
judgment  proved  correct.  The  people  of  South  Germany,  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  war  was  one  of  pure  aggression  on  the  part  of 
France,  felt  that  they  must  in  future  secure  the  powerful  support 
of  Prussia.  It  was  for  this  reason  that  the  South  German  states 
at  last  agreed  to  join  with  the  North  German  Confederation.  (See 
map,  p.  516.) 

In  general  the  southern  states  accepted  the  constitution  of  the 
North  German  Confederation  as  it  was  formulated  in  1867,  but 
in  some  respects  they  reserved  to  themselves  privileges  of  self- 
government  which  the  other  states  did  not  possess.  At  the  same 
time  it  was  agreed  that  the  confederation  should  take  a  new  name 
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—the  German  Empire  ( Deutsches  Reich)—  and  that  the  King  of 
Prussia,  as  the  head  of  the  federation,  should  no  longer  be  called 
“President”  but  “German  Emperor.”  This  was  Bismarck’s  idea. 
On  January  18,  1871,  King  William  was  formally  proclaimed 
German  Emperor  in  the  famous  Hall  of  Mirrors,  in  the  royal 
palace  at  Versailles  where  French  courtiers  had  so  often  congratu¬ 
lated  Louis  XIV  on  his  victories  in  Germany. 

Referring  to  the  Franco-Prussian  War,  the  German  historian 
I  Von  Ranke  said  to  the  Frenchman  Thiers:  “We  are  still  fighting 
Louis  XIV.”  In  1919  the  French  premier,  Clemenceau,  might 
equally  well  have  said  to  the  German  deputies:  “We  are  still 
fighting  Bismarck.”  It  was  another  Frenchman,  Auguste  Comte, 
;  who  said:  “The  living  are  ruled  by  the  dead.” 

;  III.  The  French  People  Settle  Down  to  Live  under  the  Third 

French  Republic 

Results  of  the  Franco-Prussian  War:  (3)  Establishment  of  the  third 
French  Republic,  1870-1875.  The  first  thing  the  French  National 
Assembly  had  to  do  after  ending  the  war  with  Germany  was  to 
fight  a  little  civil  war  with  the  city  of  Paris.  In  Paris,  after  the 
siege  was  over,  an  insurrectionary  government  was  established, 
known  as  the  Commune  of  Paris.  The  leaders  of  the  Commune 
refused  to  recognize  the  National  Assembly  because  they  feared 
(with  good  reason)  that  the  National  Assembly  intended  to 
restore  one  of  the  old  monarchical  governments  in  France.  Since 
the  Commune  had  its  own  army,  the  army  of  the  National  Assem¬ 
bly  had  to  lay  siege  to  Paris,  and  at  last  to  fight  its  way  desperately 
through  the  streets  of  the  city.  The  “Communards”  were  treated 
as  traitors.  Some  who  surrendered  were  shot  down.  Thirteen 
thousand  were  sentenced,  270  executed,  and  7000  or  more  were 
exiled  to  New  Caledonia.  Throughout  France  the  people  sym¬ 
pathized  with  the  National  Assembly.  The  Communards  were 
generally  regarded  as  dangerous  Anarchists,  as  “Reds,”  whose  aim 
was  to  destroy  morality  and  the  social  order,  and  who  therefore 
deserved  the  harsh  treatment  which  they  received. 

After  the  suppression  of  the  Commune  of  Paris  the  chief  ques- 
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Paying  the  Indemnity  to  Germany 

From  L’lllustration,  July  22,  1871.  The  sketch  pictures  the  arrival  of  a  load 
of  coin  at  the  Bank  of  France  at  Strasbourg. 

tion  in  everybody’s  mind  was:  “What  form  of  government  shall 
be  adopted  for  France— monarchy  or  republic?”  The  National 
Assembly  was  divided  into  three  parties,  each  of  which  had  its 
own  plan.  There  was  first  the  Republican  party,  led  by  Gambetta, 
which  wished  to  establish  a  republic;  second,  the  Orleanist  party, 
which  wished  to  restore  the  Orleanist  monarchy,  with  the  Count 
of  Paris  as  king;  third,  the  Legitimist  party,  which  wished  to  re¬ 
store  the  Bourbon  monarchy  with  the  Count  of  Chambord  as 
king.  There  was  one  government  to  be  established,  three  dif¬ 
ferent  plans  for  it,  and  no  majority  in  the  Assembly  for  any  plan. 
Until  some  compromise  could  be  arranged  between  these  con¬ 
flicting  aims,  no  constitution  could  be  adopted. 

For  two  years  (1871-1873)  the  National  Assembly  governed 
France  without  even  attempting  to  frame  a  constitution.  The 
government  was  directed  by  Adolphe  Thiers  as  president,  with  a 
ministry  composed  of  Republicans  and  Orleanists.  Under  the 
presidency  of  Thiers,  the  government  paid  to  Germany  the  five 
billion  indemnity  exacted  by  the  Treaty  of  Frankfurt,  and  made 
certain  necessary  reforms  in  the  local  government  and  in  the  organ- 
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ization  of  the  army.  President  Thiers  then  felt  that  the  National 
Assembly  could  not  with  decency  longer  delay  the  making  of  a 
constitution.  Thiers  had  formerly  been  a  supporter  of  the  Orlean- 
ist  party,  but  he  was  now  convinced  that  a  majority  of  Frenchmen 
desired  a  republic.  After  all,  he  said,  a  republic  is  ‘'the  system 
which  divides  us  least/’  In  1873  Thiers  therefore  brought  for¬ 
ward  certain  proposals  for  a  moderate  republican  form  of  govern¬ 
ment. 

But  the  Orleanists  were  not  yet  ready  to  abandon  hope  of 
|  restoring  the  monarchy.  They  therefore  joined  with  the  Legiti- 
<  mists  to  reject  Thiers’s  proposals,  whereupon  Thiers  resigned  as 
president.  The  two  monarchist  parties  then  elected  Marshal 
MacMahon  (an  Orleanist)  to  succeed  Thiers  as  president.  Then 
the  Orleanists  and  Legitimists  endeavored  to  arrange  a  compromise 
plan  for  restoring  the  monarchy.  On  three  essential  points  of  this 
plan  the  two  parties  were  agreed.  But  on  a  fourth  essential  point 
they  could  not  agree.  They  could  not  agree  on  the  symbol  or 
flag  to  be  adopted.  The  Orleanists  wished  to  adopt  the  tricolor, 
the  emblem  of  the  Revolution;  but  the  Legitimists  insisted  that 
the  white  flag  of  the  old  Bourbon  monarchy  should  be  adopted. 
This  dispute  might  seem  a  trivial  matter,  but  in  reality  it  was  not 
so.  In  refusing  to  give  up  the  white  flag,  the  Legitimists  were 
really  refusing  to  recognize  the  foundation  principles  of  the  Revo¬ 
lution— the  principle  of  popular  sovereignty  and  of  equality  of 
rights.  The  Orleanists  were  wise  enough  to  know  that  the  French 
people,  although  they  might  accept  a  king,  would  not  accept  one 
who  refused  to  recognize  the  Revolution  as  an  accomplished  fact. 
As  Marshal  MacMahon  said,  "If  we  proclaim  the  white  flag,  the 
muskets  will  go  off  of  their  own  accord.”  He  meant  that  to  pro¬ 
claim  the  white  flag  would  be  the  signal  for  revolution  and  civil 
war. 

As  soon  as  this  plan  broke  down,  the  Orleanists  hastened  to 
unite  with  the  moderate  Republicans  to  form  a  constitution  which 
would  satisfy  them  both.  "Not  being  able  to  make  the  mon¬ 
archy,”  said  the  Count  of  Paris,  "it  is  necessary  to  organize  a  con¬ 
stitutional  government  with  the  executive  placed  above  party 
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©  Keystone  View 

The  French  Chamber  of  Deputies 

An  address  is  being  given  in  honor  of  the  president  of  France.  Members  are 
standing  at  their  seats.  Speeches  are  usually  made  from  the  lower  platform. 

struggles  ...  I  do  not  see  why  we  should  be  alarmed  at  the  idea 
of  calling  this  government  a  republic.”  The  Orleanists  and  the 
moderate  Republicans  (Republicans  like  Thiers  as  distinguished 
from  Republicans  like  Gambetta)  therefore  united  to  establish  the 
Constitution  of  1875. 

How  the  third  French  Republic  was  designed  to  resemble  a 
monarchy  with  the  king  left  out.  The  Constitution  of  1875  pro¬ 
vided  for  a  president,  a  Senate,  and  a  Chamber  of  Deputies.  The 
Chamber  of  Deputies  was  the  democratic  element  in  the  constitu¬ 
tion;  the  Senate  was  the  aristocratic  element;  the  president  was  the 
royal  element. 

The  Chamber  of  Deputies  was  to  be  elected  by  the  people,  by 
universal  manhood  suffrage.  No  law  could  be  passed  without  the 
consent  of  this  chamber,  and  all  tax  bills  had  to  originate  in  it. 
Its  chief  function  was  to  enable  the  mass  of  the  people  to  safe¬ 
guard  their  interests,  to  prevent  the  wealthy  upper  classes  from 
running  the  government  in  their  interest  alone. 
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The  French  Senate  was  designed,  similarly,  to  act  as  a  check 
on  the  Chamber  of  Deputies.  One  third  of  the  members  were 
chosen  for  life  by  the  National  Assembly.  (This  has  since  been 
changed  so  that  there  are  now  no  life  senators.)  Two  thirds  were 
to  be  chosen  by  electoral  assemblies  in  each  department,  composed 
of  the  senators  and  deputies  for  the  department,  together  with 
certain  local  officials.  It  was  thought  that  the  Senate  would  be 
i  composed  of  elderly  men,  wealthy  for  the  most  part,  and  accord¬ 
ingly  conservative  in  their  views.  The  chief  function  of  the  Senate 
was  to  exercise  a  conservative  check  upon  hasty  or  radical  mea- 
;  sures  favored  by  the  mass  of  the  people,  thus  safeguarding  the 
|  rights  and  interests  of  the  upper  classes. 

The  president  was  elected  for  a  term  of  seven  years  by  the 
|  members  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  Chamber  of  Deputies  all  sitting 
together  as  one  body.  He  appointed  the  cabinet  of  ministers; 
but  all  of  his  official  acts  had  to  be  “countersigned  by  a  minister/' 

!  and  the  ministers  were  “jointly  responsible  to  the  two  chambers." 
This  meant  that  the  president  could  not  appoint  any  ministers  he 
pleased,  to  carry  through  any  policy  he  liked,  but  only  such 
ministers  as  the  majority  of  the  Chamber  and  the  Senate  de¬ 
sired,  to  carry  out  the  policy  they  liked.  Whenever  any  cabinet 
of  ministers  ceased  to  have  the  support  of  a  majority  of  the 
Chamber  and  the  Senate,  it  had  to  resign  office  and  the  president 
had  then  to  appoint  a  new  cabinet  of  ministers  agreeable  to  the 
1  chambers.  Thus  the  executive  power  was  not  in  the  hands  of 
the  president,  as  it  is  in  the  United  States,  but  in  the  hands  of 
the  ministers  who,  in  turn,  were  responsible  to  the  chambers. 
To  this  extent  the  French  system  of  government  resembled  the 
English  system,  and  to  this  extent  the  powers  and  duties  of  the 
French  president  were  similar  to  those  of  the  English  king. 

Thus,  France  at  last  decided  that  a  republican  government 
suited  her  best.  The  third  French  Republic  is  not  a  “democratic 
republic"  like  those  of  1793  or  of  1848.  It  is  a  conservative  re¬ 
public.  But  it  is  at  least  based  on  universal  manhood  suffrage, 
and  after  weathering  all  the  storms  of  half  a  century  seems  as 
firmly  established  today  as  any  government  in  Europe. 
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Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  How  did  Napoleon  “liberalize”  the  empire  after  1860?  What 
successes  or  failures  did  he  have  in  foreign  affairs? 

2.  Why  did  the  French  government  object  to  Leopold  of  Hohen- 
zollern  as  king  of  Spain?  What  measures  were  taken  to  pre¬ 
vent  his  becoming  king? 

3.  Why  did  Prince  Leopold  withdraw  his  consent  to  become 
King  of  Spain?  What  effect  did  most  people  think  this  act 
would  have  on  the  question  of  war?  What  did  Bismarck  think 
about  it?  What  did  the  Ultra-Imperialists  think?  What  did 
Napoleon  and  King  William  think? 

4.  How  was  Napoleon  induced  to  make  the  demand  for  “future 
guarantees”  and  what  was  this  demand?  Why  did  King  Wil¬ 
liam  send  Bismarck  the  Ems  telegram?  What  was  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  Bismarck  in  making  changes  in  the  telegram? 

5.  Why  were  the  French  so  easily  defeated  in  the  Franco-Prus- 
sian  War?  What  were  the  results  of  the  Battle  of  Sedan? 

6.  Why  was  it  necessary  to  elect  a  National  Assembly  in  France 
in  1871? 

7.  What  were  the  terms  of  the  Treaty  of  Frankfurt? 

8.  What  were  the  three  chief  results  of  the  Franco-Prussian  War? 

9.  How  did  the  German  Empire  of  1871  differ  from  the  North 
German  Confederation  of  1867? 

10.  After  the  Kingdom  of  Italy  took  Rome  in  1871,  what  privi¬ 
leges  were  accorded  to  the  Pope? 

11.  Why  did  the  French  National  Assembly  delay  making  a  con¬ 
stitution  until  1875?  Why  did  Thiers  resign  as  president  in 
1873?  WTy  were  the  Orleanists  and  Legitimists  unable  to 
restore  the  monarchy? 

12.  In  what  respects  did  the  Constitution  of  1875  differ  from  the 
Radical  Republican  constitutions  of  1793  and  1848?  In  what 
respects  does  the  government  of  France  resemble  that  of  the 
United  States?  In  what  respects  that  of  England? 

13.  What  were  the  chief  aims  of  the  revolutionary  leaders  of  1848 
in  France,  Italy,  Austria,  and  Germany?  To  what  extent  were 
these  aims  attained  between  1859  and  1871?  By  what  dif¬ 
ferent  methods? 
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For  Reports  and  Notebooks 


imperialist 
Ultra-Imperialist 
diplomatic  triumph 
French  honor 


insurrectionary 
communard 
indemnity 
manhood  suffrage 
ministry 


1.  Vocabulary  test.  How  are  the  following  terms  used  in  this 
chapter? 

war  of  aggression 
mobilization 
Legitimist 
Orleanist 

diplomatic  precedent  executive  power 

2.  Trace  the  boundaries  of  the  German  Empire  on  an  outline 
map.  Shade  the  territory  added  in  1871.  Find  out  whether 
the  German  empire  was  as  large  as  France,  by  looking  up  in 
an  encyclopedia  or  atlas  the  number  of  square  miles  in  each. 

3.  On  a  large  map  of  Europe  look  up  the  cities  which  figured 
largely  in  the  Franco-Prussian  War. 

4.  Many  people  are  now  eager  to  know  what  causes  wars  and 
how  they  can  be  prevented.  Be  prepared  to  discuss  how  the 
Franco-Prussian  war  was  started.  Do  you  think  it  could  have 
been  prevented?  Do  you  think  that  either  government  was 
justified  in  going  to  war? 

5.  Subject  for  debate:  If  the  Germans  had  really  believed  in 
national  unity,  they  would  not  have  taken  Lorraine  from 
France. 

6.  Write  an  essay  on  French  progress  from  monarchical  to  repub¬ 
lican  government.  Review  briefly  the  various  forms  of  gov¬ 
ernment  which  were  tried  in  France  between  1791  and  1875. 
What  do  you  think  the  French  people  had  learned  from  all 
their  experiments  which  enabled  them  finally  to  accept  the 
Third  Republic? 

7.  Write  a  brief  account  of  the  chief  political  changes  brought 
about  in  Europe  during  the  period  from  1859  to  1875. 
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REFORM  IN  TWO  EMPIRES 


HOW  SERFDOM  WAS  ABOLISHED  IN  RUSSIA,  AND 
POPULAR  GOVERNMENT  EXTENDED  IN  THE 
BRITISH  EMPIRE 


No  man  is  good  enough  to  govern  another  man  without  that 
other’s  consent.  Abraham  Lincoln 


Ever  since  1815  the  great  political  question  in  nearly  ever}'' 
country  of  Europe  had  been  the  old  one  raised  by  the  French 
Revolution :  Shall  the  people  be  ruled  by  kings  and  nobles,  or  shall 
they  rule  themselves  through  representative  assemblies  of  their 
own  choosing?  In  1830  some  gains  were  made  by  the  middle 
classes  in  France,  Belgium,  and  England.  In  1848  more  was 
attempted  (but  nothing  gained)  in  France,  Italy,  Austria,  and 
Germany.  Then  came  the  dramatic  events  of  1859-1871,  the 
result  of  which  was  the  establishment  of  at  least  some  measure 
of  popular  government  in  four  of  the  great  European  countries— 
France,  Italy,  Germany,  and  Austria-Hungary. 

If  you  had  been  living  then,  you  would  naturally  have  associ¬ 
ated  certain  other  events  with  those  that  had  recently  occurred 
in  France,  Italy,  Germany,  and  Austria— three  events,  especially, 
which  might  have  confirmed  you  in  the  belief  that  you  were  living 
in  a  time  of  rapid  progress  toward  political  liberty  and  human 
freedom.  These  three  events  were:  (1)  the  War  between  the 
States,  in  America  (1861-1865);  (2)  the  emancipation  of  the  serfs 
in  Russia  (1861);  (3)  the  Reform  Bill  of  1867  in  England. 

The  first  of  these  events  we  shall  not  describe.  It  is  necessary 
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A  Russian  Peasant  and  His  Wife 
From  a  sketch  made  in  1871. 


only  to  remember  that  it  ended  in  the  preservation  of  national 
unity  and  the  abolition  of  slavery  in  the  United  States.  People 
living  at  the  time  naturally  associated  the  War  between  the  States 
with  the  Italian  wars  of  independence  and  the  German  wars  of 
unification.  In  their  minds  all  these  wars  were  victories  for  human 
liberty  and  the  principle  of  nationalism.  The  other  two  events 
which  you  should  remember  are  concerned  with  the  progress  of 
liberal  government  in  Russia  and  the  British  Empire.  The  pres¬ 
ent  chapter  will  deal  more  fully  with  these. 

I.  Liberal  Reform  in  Russia,  1855-1881 

How  the  tsar,  Alexander  II,  freed  the  serfs,  1861.  In  1855,  when 
Alexander  II  became  tsar,  the  Russian  people  still  lived  under 
institutions  much  like  those  of  France  in  the  time  of  Louis  XIV. 
The  tsar  ruled  by  “divine  right/’  supported  by  privileged  nobles 
and  a  state  church— the  Orthodox  Greek  Church.  Anyone  who 
criticized  the  government  or  the  church  was  likely  to  be  sent  to 
prison  or  exiled  to  Siberia.  The  great  mass  of  the  people,  some 
fifty  million  peasant  farmers,  were  serfs  bound  to  the  soil  and 
subject  to  the  nobles  on  whose  estates  they  lived. 

But  since  1815  many  Russians,  inspired  by  ideas  of  “Liberty, 
Equality,  Fraternity,”  had  become  dissatisfied  with  this  state  of 
affairs.  They  began  to  talk  of  “reform,”  and  even  of  “revolu- 
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tion.”  Secret  societies  were  formed,  literary  magazines  founded, 
and  books  from  abroad  smuggled  in  and  circulated.  The  leaders 
of  the  movement  included  nobles,  lawyers,  teachers,  and  officers 
in  the  army.  One  object  of  the  reformers  was  the  abolition  of 
serfdom.  The  great  Russian  writer,  Turgenev,  who  lived  abroad, 
wrote  Recollections  of  a  Sportsman ,  in  which  the  misery  of  the 
peasants  was  portrayed.  In  those  years  opposition  to  serfdom 
spread  in  Russia,  as  opposition  to  slavery  spread  in  the  United 
States.  Uncle  Tonis  Cabin,  which  made  so  many  people  pity  the 
Negro  slaves,  circulated  in  Russia  and  made  people  pity  the  peasant 
serf.  Sympathy  for  the  serf  was  part  of  the  “humanitarian”  move¬ 
ment  of  the  time. 

When  Alexander  became  tsar  in  1855,  he  felt  that  something 
must  be  done  about  serfdom.  The  peasants  themselves,  returning 
from  the  disastrous  Crimean  War,  started  insurrections  in  many 
parts  of  the  country.  So  the  tsar  said:  “We  live  in  such  an  age 
that  in  time  emancipation  must  come  about.  ...  It  is  better  for 
it  to  come  from  above  than  from  below.”  Accordingly,  after 
much  discussion,  Alexander  issued  the  Edict  of  Emancipation 
(1861).  The  peasants  ceased  to  be  bound  to  the  soil  and  were 
freed  from  the  personal  control  of  the  nobles.  The  most  difficult 
question  was  what  to  do  with  the  land.  The  nobles  kept  some  of 
the  land,  and  the  peasants  were  given  some.  But  the  nobles,  in 
return  for  giving  up  the  rents  and  services  formerly  paid  by  the 
peasants,  were  paid  certain  sums  of  money  by  the  government; 
and  then  the  government  got  its  money  back  by  requiring  the 
peasants  to  pay  annual  taxes  for  forty-nine  years. 

The  arrangement  did  not  wholly  satisfy  either  party.  The 
nobles  complained  because  they  were  not  paid  enough;  the  peas¬ 
ants,  because  they  had  to  pay  too  much.  Many  nobles,  not  used 
to  handling  large  sums  of  money,  squandered  what  they  received 
and  were  worse  off  than  before.  As  one  noble  said,  “Formerly  we 
kept  no  accounts  and  drank  champagne;  now  we  keep  accounts 
and  drink  beer.”  Thrifty  peasants  prospered  and  bought  more 
land.  Lazy  or  unfortunate  ones  got  into  debt,  lost  their  farms, 
and  drifted  to  the  cities  to  join  the  poverty-stricken  classes  there. 
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In  spite  of  all,  the  peasants  gained  what  most  men  desire  more 
than  anything  else— personal  freedom. 

How  Alexander  nearly  granted  a  constitution,  and  why  he  was 
prevented,  1881.  Another  object  of  many  of  the  reformers  was 
political  liberty.  They  admired  the  political  systems  of  England, 
Belgium,  and  France.  They  urged  the  tsar  to  permit  freedom  of 
speech  and  of  religion,  to  establish  local  governments  controlled 
by  the  people,  and  to  grant  a  national  legislature  composed  of 
elected  representatives.  These  reformers  were  called  “Westerners’' 
or  Liberals.  Opposed  to  them  were  the  “Slavophiles”  or  National¬ 
ists.  “Russia,”  the  Slavophiles  said,  “will  never  become  great  by 
imitating  other  people.”  The  program  of  the  Slavophiles  was  a 
little  vague.  In  fact,  they  had  no  program.  To  the  Slavophile 
party  belonged  such  men  as  Dostoievski  and  Tolstoy,  passionate 
lovers  of  mankind,  who  had  little  faith  in  the  power  of  laws  to 
make  men  good;  while  to  the  Western  or  Liberal  party  belonged 
such  men,  for  example,  as  Hertzen  and  Turgenev— lovers  of  man¬ 
kind  too,  but  convinced  that  political  liberty  was  the  first  essential 
step  to  the  regeneration  of  Russia. 

The  tsar  refused  to  grant  a  national  constitution,  but  the  eman¬ 
cipation  of  the  serfs,  which  freed  the  peasants  from  the  control 
of  the  nobles,  made  some  change  in  local  government  necessary. 
So  after  1861,  two  sorts  of  local  institutions  were  established. 
(1)  For  the  administration  of  justice,  local  courts  were  created, 
modeled  somewhat  on  the  English  system  and  providing  for  jury 
trial  in  criminal  cases.  (2)  For  other  matters— such  as  the 
management  of  poor  relief,  schools,  prisons,  and  hospitals— local 
assemblies  were  established:  (a)  district  assemblies,  elected  by 
the  nobles,  city  people,  and  peasants,  and  (h)  provincial  assem¬ 
blies,  composed  of  representatives  elected  by  the  district  assem¬ 
blies. 

To  the  Liberals,  Russia  seemed  now  about  to  enter  a  new  era 
of  political  freedom.  But  their  hopes  were  soon  dashed.  The 
new  local  institutions  worked  badly.  Officials  proved  ignorant  and 
corrupt,  and  there  were  bitter  quarrels  between  the  nobles  and  the 
city  people  and  between  the  nobles  and  the  peasants.  To  make 
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Russian  Peasant  Life 

This  shows  a  typical  peasant  cottage  of  the  nineteenth  century,  built  of  logs 
and  covered  with  thatch.  The  barn  and  cowshed  are  attached  to  the  house. 

matters  worse,  in  1863  the  people  of  Russian  Poland  rose  in  insur¬ 
rection  demanding  “national  independence.”  So  the  timid  tsar 
changed  his  mind  about  reform,  and  after  the  Polish  Revolution 
was  suppressed  the  local  reforms  and  liberties  were  to  a  great 
extent  withdrawn. 

The  result  was  that  after  1870  the  reform  movement  in  Russia 
changed  its  character.  Old-fashioned  Liberals  became  discour¬ 
aged.  Many  young  men  became  indifferent.  This  difference 
between  the  old  and  the  new  generation  is  the  theme  of  Turgenev’s 
novel,  Fathers  and  Sons ,  and  it  was  he  who  coined  the  word 
Nihilists.  The  younger  people  were  Nihilists  because  they  scoffed 
at  everything  and  had  faith  in  nothing  (nihil).  But  not  all  young 
men  were  Nihilists.  Many  of  them  said  that  the  reforms  had 
failed  because  of  the  ignorance  of  the  peasants.  So  a  great  many 
of  these  devoted  young  men  and  women,  disguising  themselves  by 
wearing  old  clothes  and  tarring  their  hands,  went  to  work  with  the 
peasants,  hoping  to  spread  among  them  the  revolutionary  doc¬ 
trines  of  Proudhon  and  Bakunin  (see  page  616).  But  they  found 
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the  peasants  stolid  and  immovable,  and  soon  gave  up.  Most  of 
them  joined  a  third  group  of  reformers  who  called  themselves 
'Terrorists/’  The  Terrorists  said,  in  effect:  “Everything  has  been 
tried  in  vain — argument,  persuasion,  education  of  the  peasants. 
Since  mild  measures  fail,  we  must  strike  terror  into  the  hearts  of 
the  oppressors.  When  they  give  us  the  liberty  we  demand,  we  will 
no  longer  resort  to  violence.” 

Between  1879  and  1881  many  officials  were  assassinated,  and 
three  attempts  were  made  to  kill  the  tsar.  Once  more  the  tsar 
changed  his  mind.  Upon  the  advice  of  his  minister,  he  had  pre¬ 
pared  a  document  which  promised  certain  reforms  in  the  govern¬ 
ment.  March  13,  1881,  Alexander  signed  the  order  for  the  publi¬ 
cation  of  his  promise;  but  on  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day,  as 
the  tsar  was  returning  from  a  drive,  he  was  killed  by  a  bomb 
thrown  under  his  carriage. 

The  result  of  this  act  was  different  from  what  the  Terrorists 
hoped.  The  new  tsar,  Alexander  III,  withdrew  the  promise  of 
liberal  reforms,  and  for  the  next  twenty-five  years  a  policy  of 
“tsarist  repression”  prevailed.  Consequently,  in  the  eyes  of  re¬ 
formers,  the  failure  of  liberal  political  reform  in  Russia  was 
charged  to  the  Terrorists.  The  martyred  Alexander  was  known 
as  the  “Tsar  Liberator,”  and  his  reign  was  counted  as  a  step  for¬ 
ward  in  the  progress  of  human  freedom. 

II.  Democratic  Political  Reform  in  England,  1867-1885 

How  the  "spirit  of  the  times"  induced  the  English  people  to  take 
another  cautious  step  towards  democracy.  In  1832,  as  we  have 
already  seen  (page  445),  a  kind  of  revolution  occurred  in  England, 
the  result  of  which  was  to  extend  political  power  to  the  wealthy 
middle  classes.  Besides  the  Reform  Bill,  the  English  Parliament 
passed  many  other  laws,  before  and  after  1832,  abolishing  abuses 
or  modifying  old  customs.  The  barbarous  criminal  code  was 
reformed  (1821).  Certain  restrictions  on  the  rights  of  Catholics 
were  removed  (Catholic  Emancipation  Act ,  1829).  Slavery  was 
abolished  in  the  colonies  (1833).  The  first  of  the  Factory  Acts, 
designed  to  protect  workers  in  industries,  and  better  laws  for  the 
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relief  of  the  poor,  were  enacted  (1833).  The  outworn  and  cor¬ 
rupt  government  of  the  cities  was  reformed  (1835). 

Meantime,  the  working  classes  were  not  at  all  satisfied  with  the 
Reform  Bill  of  1832,  which  they  had  helped  to  force  through 
Parliament  but  which  conferred  no  political  privileges  on  them. 
From  1838  to  1848  they  therefore  kept  up  a  continuous  agitation 
for  further  reform  of  Parliament.  In  what  was  known  at  that 
time  as  the  “People’s  Charter,”  they  demanded  the  following 
reforms:  (1)  annual  parliaments;  (2)  manhood  suffrage;  (3)  vote 
by  ballot;  (4)  equal  electoral  districts;  (5)  removal  of  property 
qualification  for  members  of  Parliament;  (6)  payment  of  mem¬ 
bers  of  Parliament. 

These  famous  six  points  of  the  charter  were  all  designed  to  give 
the  poor  man  equal  political  rights  with  the  rich.  But  for  a  long 
time  neither  of  the  two  dominant  parties  was  willing  to  grant  any 
extension  of  the  suffrage  to  the  mass  of  the  people.  Both  parties 
— Whig  (now  calling  themselves  Liberal)  and  Tory  (now  calling 
themselves  Conservatives )  —were  supported  by  the  upper  classes, 
who  were  well  satisfied  with  the  privileges  which  they  possessed 
and  wished  not  to  share  them  with  the  working  classes  in  country 
and  town.  But  about  1865  certain  leaders  in  the  Liberal  and 
Conservative  parties  felt  that  the  demand  for  further  parliamentary 
reform  could  no  longer  be  entirely  ignored.  As  it  happened,  two 
very  able  men  came  to  the  front  in  English  politics  and  decided 
to  make  use  of  the  demand  for  reform  for  the  advantage  of  their 
respective  parties.  These  men  were  Benjamin  Disraeli,  leader  of 
the  Tory  party,  and  William  E.  Gladstone,  leader  of  the  Whig 
party. 

Disraeli  and  Gladstone:  Two  great  men  who  had  little  in  common 
except  their  devotion  to  England  and  their  dislike  of  each  other. 

Benjamin  Disraeli  was  one  of  the  most  striking  personalities  of 
the  nineteenth  century.  His  father,  Isaac,  a  rich  and  cultivated 
Jew,  was  the  author  of  Curiosities  of  Literature— a  book  widely 
read  in  its  day.  The  young  Benjamin  educated  himself  by  associ¬ 
ating  with  the  scholars  and  men  of  letters  who  frequented  his 
father’s  house  and  by  reading  whatever  he  found  interesting  in 
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Courtesy  National  Gallery,  London  Courtesy  National  Portrait  Gallery,  London 

William  Ewart  Gladstone  Disraeli,  Earl  of  Beaconsfield 

(1809-1898)  (1804-1881) 

The  portrait  of  Gladstone  is  from  a  painting  by  Millais.  The  portrait  of 
Disraeli  was  made  at  the  time  when  he  was  leader  of  the  Conservative  party. 

his  father’s  well-stocked  library.  He  began  his  career  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one  by  publishing  a  novel — Vivian  Grey  (1826).  He  at¬ 
tracted  attention  by  appearing  at  dinners  wearing  green-velvet 
trousers,  low  shoes  adorned  with  silver  buckles,  sleeves  fringed  with 
fine  lace,  and  hair  ostentatiously  and  foppishly  done  in  long  ring¬ 
lets. 

In  1837  this  social  dandy  and  man  of  letters  entered  Parliament. 
It  was  supposed  to  be  another  of  his  eccentricities.  His  first 
speech,  elaborately  rhetorical  and  delivered  with  the  mannerism 
of  an  actor,  was  received  with  jeers  and  laughter.  He  ended  by 
saying,  “I  sit  down  now,  but  the  time  will  come  when  you  will 
hear  me.”  The  prophecy  seemed  as  preposterous  as  it  was  con¬ 
ceited.  A  Jew,  a  man  of  letters,  a  wit,  a  notorious  dandy— who 
indeed  could  picture  such  a  fellow  commanding  the  serious  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  prosaic  and  easily  bored  men  who  sat  on  the  benches 
of  the  House  of  Commons  with  hats  pulled  down  over  their  eyes? 
Nevertheless,  that  miracle  happened.  By  1867  Disraeli  was  recog¬ 
nized  as  the  outstanding  leader  of  the  Conservative  party. 

About  the  same  time  William  Ewart  Gladstone  had  come  to  be 
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recognized  as  leader  of  the  Liberal  party.  Gladstone  was  as  unlike 
Disraeli  as  one  great  statesman  could  well  be  unlike  another. 
He  was  the  son  of  a  Scotch  merchant-prince  of  Liverpool.  He 
was  educated  in  schools  designed  for  the  sons  of  gentlemen — Eton 
and  Oxford.  He  early  attracted  attention,  not  by  doing  or  saying 
unaccustomed  things,  but  by  doing  and  saying  what  people  ex¬ 
pected  him  to  do  and  say,  better  than  they  expected  he  would. 
In  his  dress,  his  manners,  and  his  ideas,  he  followed  conventional 
modes.  He  was  serious,  devoutly  religious,  and  industrious.  He 
wrote  much,  but  always  on  serious  subjects  seriously  treated— on 
religion,  on  Homer,  on  finance. 

Gladstone  at  first  joined  the  Tory  (Conservative)  party,  and  at 
the  age  of  twenty-three  entered  Parliament  (1832).  He  was  at 
that  time  opposed  to  the  Reform  Bill,  thinking  that  “along  with 
partial  good”  it  would  bring  “a  melancholy  preponderance  of  mis¬ 
chief.”  He  believed  that  the  Bible  justified  the  institution  of 
slavery,  but  he  advocated  the  education  and  the  gradual  emancipa¬ 
tion  of  slaves  in  the  British  colonies.  In  1846  he  followed  his 
party  leader,  Robert  Peel,  in  abolishing  the  old  system  of  protec¬ 
tive  tariffs;  and  during  the  years  that  followed  adopted  so  many 
liberal  views  that  he  could  no  longer  remain  in  the  Conservative 
party.  He  therefore  joined  the  Liberals,  and  rapidly  rose  to  be 
their  outstanding  leader.  Gladstone’s  power  over  his  contempo¬ 
raries  came  less  from  his  intellect  than  from  his  character— less 
from  his  ideas  than  from  the  emotional  fervor  with  which  he  ex¬ 
pounded  them.  His  voice  was  as  commanding  as  his  presence. 
It  is  said  that  fifteen  thousand  people  in  the  Waverley  market  at 
Edinburgh  could  hear  him  without  difficulty.  Whether  they 
understood  him  or  not,  people  listened  entranced  to  the  easy  flow 
of  his  long  and  complicated  sentences,  to  the  rhythmical  rise  and 
fall  of  his  singularly  flexible  and  melodious  voice. 

Thus  these  two  men,  Disraeli  and  Gladstone,  confronted  each 
other  as  the  leaders  of  their  respective  parties.  From  1865  to  the 
death  of  Disraeli  in  1881,  English  politics  was  a  dramatic  duel 
between  these  different  and  hostile  personalities.  Different  as 
they  were,  neither  had  much  faith  in  the  capacity  of  the  people  to 
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govern  themselves.  Yet  one  of  the  first  notable  results  of  their 
bitter  rivalry  was  that  through  their  joint  efforts  the  government 
of  England  was  made  more  democratic. 

The  Reform  Bill  of  1867:  How  Disraeli  took  "a  leap  in  the  dark," 
and  how  Gladstone  profited  by  it.  According  to  the  Reform  Bill 
of  1832,  the  right  to  vote  in  cities  was  limited  to  persons  owning 
or  occupying  houses  worth  ten  pounds  a  year  ($50).  In  1866 
Gladstone  proposed  to  extend  this  right  to  "seven-pound  house¬ 
holders."  Even  so  moderate  a  reform  was  defeated,  by  a  combi¬ 
nation  of  Conservatives  and  Liberals.  The  Liberal  ministry  re¬ 
signed,  and  a  new  Conservative  ministry  was  formed  under  Lord 
Derby  as  prime  minister,  with  Disraeli  as  leader  in  the  House  of 
|  Commons. 

The  defeat  of  Gladstone’s  bill,  much  to  the  surprise  of  everyone, 
aroused  great  popular  excitement.  In  his  last  speech  Gladstone 
coined  a  phrase  which  became  a  party  slogan:  "You  cannot  fight 
against  the  future;  time  is  on  our  side."  The  agitation  was  great¬ 
est  in  the  cities.  John  Bright,  idol  of  the  workers,  employed  his 
eloquence  to  stir  people  to  action.  He  reminded  them  that  in 
1832  their  fathers  had  used  force  to  get  the  great  Reform  Bill 
passed,  and  he  hinted  that  they  might  do  as  much  now.  A 
National  Reform  League  was  formed  and  parliamentary  reform 
thus  became  once  more  the  order  of  the  day. 

Disraeli  and  many  Conservatives  realized  that  they  could  not 
hold  office  long  unless  concessions  were  made.  Lord  Derljy,  the 
prime  minister,  therefore  decided  to  bring  in  another  reform  bill. 
Lord  Derby  himself  did  not  like  the  idea  very  much.  He  de¬ 
scribed  the  proposal  to  extend  suffrage  to  the  people  as  taking  a 
"leap  in  the  dark."  The  famous  historian  and  man  of  letters, 
Thomas  Carlyle,  called  it  "shooting  Niagara."  The  new  bill,  a 
moderate  one,  was  introduced  into  the  House  of  Commons  by 
Disraeli.  Moderate  as  it  was,  it  soon  appeared  that  no  majority 
could  easily  be  obtained  for  it.  The  Liberals  opposed  it  because 
it  was  a  Conservative  measure,  and  many  Conservatives  opposed 
it  in  spite  of  that  fact.  Rather  than  suffer  defeat,  Disraeli  there¬ 
fore  accepted  many  amendments  offered  by  Gladstone.  In  1867 
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the  bill  was  finally  carried  by  the  Conservative  ministry,  but  as 
amended  it  was  as  much  Gladstone’s  bill  as  it  was  Disraeli’s. 

The  Reform  Bill  of  1867  was  therefore  the  joint  work  of  the 
two  enemies,  Disraeli  and  Gladstone.  The  new  law  extended  the 
right  to  vote  to  a  million  men,  chiefly  in  cities,  thus  doubling  the 
electorate.  It  did  not  establish  the  universal  manhood  suffrage 
demanded  by  the  People’s  Charter,  but  it  was  a  most  important 
step  in  that  direction.  Both  of  the  old  parties  now  recognized 
that  political  privileges  could  no  longer  be  confined  to  the  wealthy 
few,  but  must  inevitably  be  extended,  for  good  or  for  evil,  to  the 
many  poor. 

Disraeli  no  doubt  hoped  that  workers  who  were  thus  granted 
the  right  to  vote  would,  in  common  decency,  vote  for  the  party 
which  conferred  that  right  upon  them.  If  so,  he  was  disap¬ 
pointed.  The  first  election  (1868)  under  the  new  law  resulted  in 
a  sweeping  victory  for  the  Liberals,  and  Gladstone  became  prime 
minister  with  a  larger  majority  in  the  House  of  Commons  than 
any  prime  minister  had  had  since  1832. 

The  reform  bills  of  1884—1885:  How  the  English  people  took 
another  step  in  the  direction  of  democratic  government.  During 
the  first  Gladstone  ministry  (1868-1874)  many  reforms  were 
enacted,  chiefly  in  connection  with  Ireland  (see  page  569).  But 
in  his  second  ministry  (1880-1885)  Gladstone  carried  through 
Parliament  the  reform  bills  of  1884  and  1885. 

The  first  of  these  had  to  do  with  the  suffrage.  The  Reform  Bill 
of  1867  had  extended  the  suffrage  to  poor  people,  chiefly  those 
in  the  cities.  The  Reform  Bill  of  1884  provided  that  the  same 
“household”  suffrage  should  be  established  in  the  counties  as 
already  existed  in  the  cities— that  is,  every  person  who  owned  or 
occupied  a  house,  or  part  of  a  house  used  as  a  separate  lodging, 
was  given  the  right  to  vote.  Thus  the  laborers  in  the  country  were 
given  the  same  right  of  voting  as  that  already  enjoyed  by  the 
poor  people  in  the  cities. 

The  Reform  Bill  of  1885  had  to  do  with  representation.  Before 
1885  most  boroughs  had  two  representatives  in  Parliament,  no 
matter  whether  they  had  few  or  many  inhabitants.  One  of  the 
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Cottages  in  Devonshire 

;  Even  today  thatched  cottages  may  be  seen  in  many  parts  of  rural  England. 
The  Reform  Bill  of  1884  extended  the  right  to  vote  to  many  people  in  sec¬ 
tions  like  Devonshire. 

*  ' 

six  points  of  the  People’s  Charter  had  demanded  “equal  election 
districts.”  The  idea  was  that  if  Manchester,  for  example,  had 
five  times  as  many  inhabitants  as  some  other  borough,  it  ought 
to  have  five  times  as  many  representatives  in  Parliament.  The 
Reform  Bill  of  1885  was  based  on  this  democratic  principle.  It 
divided  the  country  into  new  election  districts,  so  that  each  district 
would  have  about  fifty  thousand  inhabitants  and  would  choose  one 
member  of  Parliament.  The  effect  of  the  law  was  to  give  populous 
cities  and  counties  a  greater  number  of  representatives  than  they 
had  formerly  had.  The  county  of  Lancaster,  for  example,  had 
formerly  chosen  only  eight  members  of  the  House  of  Commons. 
Under  the  new  law  of  1885  it  chose  twenty-three  members. 

Thus,  in  this  second  period  of  Parliamentary  reform  (1867-1885) 
political  privileges  were  extended.  By  1885  England  was  at  least 
committed  to  the  principle  that  the  people  as  a  whole,  and  not 
merely  the  upper  classes  of  wealth  and  education,  were  to  share 
in  the  privileges  of  government.  Meantime,  during  the  last  three 
quarters  of  the  nineteenth  century,  while  the  government  of 
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England  itself  was  becoming  more  democratic,  the  right  of  na¬ 
tional  self-government  was  being  conceded  to  some  of  the  English 
colonies— to  Canada,  Australia,  New  Zealand,  and  South  Africa. 

III.  The  Establishment  of  Self-Government  in  Some  of  the 

British  Colonies 

How  England  lost  part  of  her  empire  by  trying  to  govern  it  too 
much:  The  American  Revolution,  1775-1783.  In  the  seventeenth 
and  eighteenth  centuries  statesmen  and  economists  thought  that 
colonies  were  valuable  possessions,  especially  if  they  could  supply 
the  mother  country  with  things  which  the  mother  country  could 
not  herself  produce.  For  example,  South  Carolina  and  Jamaica 
were  valuable  to  England  because  they  could  supply  England  with 
cotton  and  sugar,  neither  of  which  was  raised  in  England.  With¬ 
out  sugar  or  cotton  colonies,  England  would  have  had  to  buy  these 
commodities  from  foreign  countries— the  Dutch  or  the  French  per¬ 
haps— and  to  pay  for  them  by  sending  money  to  the  French  or 
the  Dutch. 

In  order  that  the  colonies  might  benefit  the  mother  country, 
the  English  government  supervised  their  activities  in  various  ways. 
With  few  exceptions  there  was  in  each  of  the  American  colonies 
a  royal  governor,  appointed  by  the  British  government  to  assist  the 
colonial  assembly  in  governing  the  colony  and  to  see  that  no 
improper  laws  were  passed  by  the  assembly.  The  trade  and  indus¬ 
try  of  the  colonies  were  strictly  regulated  by  many  acts  of  Parlia¬ 
ment,  known  as  the  Trade  and  Navigation  Acts.  In  general  the 
Trade  and  Navigation  Acts  prohibited  the  colonies  from  buying 
or  selling  many  things  in  foreign  countries.  For  the  most  part  the  J 
commodities  they  exported  had  to  be  exported  to  England  or  to 
an  English  colony,  while  the  things  they  imported  had  to  be 
imported  from  England  or  an  English  colony. 

In  1765  the  British  government  levied  a  stamp  tax  in  the  colo¬ 
nies.  Then  came  the  famous  quarrel  that  led  to  the  American 
Revolution.  The  dispute  concerned  the  rights  of  the  colonies. 
The  British  government  claimed  that  the  colonies  had  only  such 
rights  as  Parliament  might  be  willing  to  give  them.  The  colonies 
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Houses  of  Parliament 

The  House  of  Commons  and  the  House  of  Lords  hold  their  sessions  in  this 
building  which  was  begun  in  1840.  The  tower  shelters  Big  Ben,  a  clock 
whose  four  dials  are  each  more  than  twenty-two  feet  in  diameter.  The 
statue  in  the  foreground  is  of  Disraeli. 
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claimed  that  they  possessed  certain  rights  which  the  British  Parlia¬ 
ment  could  not  legally  deprive  them  of.  The  more  the  colonists 
discussed  their  rights,  the  more  rights  they  discovered.  The  final 
and  most  extreme  formulation  of  colonial  rights  is  to  be  found 
in  the  famous  Declaration  of  Independence  (1776).  The  Declara¬ 
tion  of  Independence  was  based  on  a  new  theory  of  the  British 
Empire.  According  to  this  theory,  the  empire  was  composed  of 
several  nations  or  “peoples’7 — the  English  people,  the  Irish  people, 
the  people  in  the  various  colonies.  Each  of  these  groups  was  free 
and  had  a  natural  right  to  govern  itself.  They  were  all  neverthe¬ 
less  united  by  a  common  allegiance  to  the  king.  In  short,  the 
theory  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence  was  that  the  British 
Empire  was  a  voluntary  association  of  free  peoples. 

With  the  aid  of  France  the  colonies  won  their  independence 
(1783)  and  later  established  the  United  States  of  America  under 
our  present  constitution  (1787).  Thus,  by  trying  to  govern  the 
colonies  against  their  will,  England  lost  a  valuable  part  of  her 
empire.  What  effect  did  this  experience  have  in  changing  Eng¬ 
land’s  method  of  governing  her  empire?  Not  much,  if  any.  For 
half  a  century,  at  least,  the  old  method  prevailed.  But  towards 
the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  century  the  British  government 
began  to  adopt  a  more  liberal  method  of  colonial  government. 
This  change  was  associated  with  two  new  ideas  which  were  spread¬ 
ing  through  Europe  at  that  time,  one  political,  the  other  economic. 

How  the  two  ideas  of  popular  government  and  free  trade  helped 
to  change  the  English  method  of  governing  her  empire.  We  have 
already  seen  how  most  of  the  European  countries,  including 
England,  adopted  popular  government.  But  if  self-government 
was  good  for  the  people  in  Europe,  why  was  it  not  good  for  the 
people  outside  Europe?  At  least  it  might  be  asked  why  English¬ 
men  in  Canada,  Australia,  and  South  Africa  were  not  as  well  able 
to  govern  themselves  as  Englishmen  in  England.  Many  people 
said:  “We  lost  the  American  colonies  by  stupidly  trying  to  gov¬ 
ern  them  against  their  will.  There’s  no  use  repeating  this  blunder. 
If  the  colonies  are  fitted  for  self-government  and  want  to  govern 
themselves,  the  wise  thing  is  to  give  them  what  they  want.” 
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This  idea  was  strengthened  by  the  growing  belief  in  “free  trade/’ 
Many  years  before,  in  1776,  Adam  Smith  had  published  one  of  the 
most  famous  books  on  economic  theory  ever  written— The  Wealth 
of  Nations.  He  said  that  protective  tariffs  were  often— usually, 
indeed— harmful.  This  idea  was  taken  over  by  English  economists 
in  the  early  nineteenth  century — Ricardo,  Cairnes,  John  Stuart 
Mill.  All  nations,  they  said,  would  be  more  prosperous  if  they 
would  adopt  the  principle  of  free  trade.  Each  country  would  then 
produce  the  things  it  could  most  cheaply  produce,  and  buy  of 
foreign  countries  other  things  which  could  be  more  cheaply  pro¬ 
duced  in  those  countries.  The  result  would  be  maximum  produc¬ 
tion  at  minimum  cost.  After  1830  the  question  of  free  trade 
became  a  practical  political  question.  Many  restrictions  on  trade 
were  abandoned  and  finally  in  1846,  the  famous  “corn  laws”  (tar¬ 
iffs  on  the  importation  of  wheat)  were  abolished. 

The  theory  and  practice  of  free  trade  were  closely  connected 
with  the  theory  and  practice  of  governing  the  colonies.  Formerly, 
colonies  were  thought  to  be  valuable  chiefly  because  their  trade 
could  be  largely  confined  to  the  mother  country.  But  if  this  was 
a  mistake,  what  then  was  the  value  of  the  colonies?  Some  people 
said  that  they  had  no  value  and  might  as  well  be  given  up  alto¬ 
gether.  In  any  case,  if  the  colonies  were  to  be  free  to  trade  as 
they  liked,  there  was  less  need  for  supervising  their  government. 
They  might  as  well  be  left  to  govern  themselves  and  make  their 
own  trade  regulations,  if  any. 

Thus  in  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  century  the  two  new 
ideas  of  popular  government  and  free  trade  prepared  the  way  for 
a  more  liberal  treatment  of  colonies. 

The  self-governing  dominions:  How  England  strengthened  her 
empire  by  loosening  its  bonds.  The  English  rarely  change  a  cus¬ 
tom  or  an  institution  until  some  practical  difficulty  forces  them  to 
do  so.  Therefore,  in  spite  of  the  spread  of  liberal  theories  of 
colonial  government,  they  made  no  change  in  the  government  of 
the  colonies  until  one  of  them  revolted.  This  revolt  occurred  in 
Canada. 

Canada,  originally  settled  by  the  French,  was  acquired  by 
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England  in  the  Seven  Years’  War  (1763),  and  during  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Revolution  it  remained  loyal  to  the  mother  country.  In  1791 
it  was  divided  into  two  provinces— Upper  Canada  (Ontario),  and 
Lower  Canada  (Quebec).  These  provinces  were  governed  much 
as  the  American  colonies  were  governed  before  they  won  their 
independence.  In  each  province  there  was  an  assembly  elected 
by  the  people  and  a  royal  governor  appointed  by  the  British  gov¬ 
ernment.  In  each  province  the  assembly  and  the  governor  were 
almost  always  quarreling.  In  Lower  Canada  this  quarrel  was  more 
bitter  than  elsewhere  because  the  people  were  mainly  French. 
Finally,  in  1837,  the  French  people  of  Lower  Canada,  infuriated 
by  certain  arbitrary  acts  of  the  governor,  began  an  armed  rebellion 
in  which  they  were  promptly  joined  by  some  of  the  English  people 
in  Upper  Canada. 

The  Canadian  Rebellion  of  1837  was  easily  crushed  by  British 
troops,  but  afterwards  the  British  government  sent  Lord  Durham 
to  Canada  to  inquire  into  the  grievances  of  the  people  and  to 
suggest  methods  of  redressing  them.  In  his  report  Lord  Durham 
said  that  the  Canadians  could  very  well  govern  themselves  through 
their  assemblies,  and  that  they  would  be  more  loyal  to  England  if 
they  were  allowed  to  do  so.  He  also  said  that  it  would  be  better 
if  all  the  provinces  in  North  America  were  united  in  some  kind  of 
federation.  These  two  suggestions— responsible  self-government 
and  colonial  federation— were  afterwards  applied,  not  only  to  the 
government  of  Canada  but  to  other  English-speaking  colonies. 

The  Dominion  of  Canada.  In  1840  Upper  and  Lower  Canada 
were  united  into  one  province  of  Canada.  In  1848  Lord  Elgin, 
the  royal  governor,  adopted  the  practice  of  appointing  his  cabinet 
of  ministers  from  the  leaders  of  the  party  that  had  a  majority  in 
the  assembly.  The  ministers  governed  as  long  as  their  measures 
were  supported  by  the  assembly.  Thus  the  same  system  of  gov¬ 
ernment  was  established  in  Canada  that  existed  in  England.  The 
royal  governor  played  the  same  part  in  the  government  of  Canada 
that  the  king  played  in  the  government. of  England.  He  was  only 
a  nominal  ruler.  The  real  ruler  was  the  prime  minister,  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  dominant  party  in  the  assembly. 
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The  Governor  General  Opening  Parliament 

Lord  Tweedsmuir,  governor  general  of  Canada,  presides  at  the  opening  ses¬ 
sion.  At  his  right  is  the  prime  minister.  In  front  are  judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  sitting  on  the  “woolsack.” 

In  course  of  time  the  British  provinces  in  North  America  were 
united  in  one  federation.  In  1867  New  Brunswick  and  Nova 
Scotia  united  with  the  former  province  of  Canada  (Ontario  and 
Quebec),  in  a  federation  known  as  the  Dominion  of  Canada. 
Prince  Edward’s  Island  joined  the  federation  in  1873.  Mean¬ 
time,  as  the  western  country  was  settled,  new  provinces  were 
created — Manitoba  and  British  Columbia.  In  1878  all  of  the  prov¬ 
inces  (except  Newfoundland,  which  remained  an  independent  col¬ 
ony)  were  included  in  the  federation.  Each  province  had  its  own 
government  for  purely  local  affairs  but  no  longer  had  a  royal 
governor.  There  was  now  only  one  royal  governor  for  the  federa¬ 
tion;  and  the  federation  was  governed  by  the  federal  parliament 
through  a  cabinet  of  ministers  appointed  by  the  royal  governor 
from  the  dominant  party  in  parliament. 

Thus  Canada  was  given  self-government.  The  British  govern¬ 
ment  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  government  of  Canada  except 
to  manage  its  relations  with  foreign  countries  and  to  defend  it 
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from  foreign  aggression.  Newfoundland  has  essentially  the  same 
kind  of  independent  government  as  the  Dominion  of  Canada. 

New  Zealand  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Australia.  The  first 
English  colony  established  in  Australia  was  New  South  Wales 
(1788).  In  1855  it  was  given  a  form  of  self-government  similar 
to  that  established  in  the  province  of  Canada.  In  1851  the  south¬ 
ern  part  of  New  South  Wales  was  erected  into  the  separate  prov¬ 
ince  of  Victoria,  and  in  1859  the  northern  part  was  erected  into 
the  separate  province  of  Queensland.  Meantime  four  other  col¬ 
onies  were  founded— Western  Australia,  Southern  Australia,  and 
the  island  colonies  of  Tasmania  and  New  Zealand.  To  these 
provinces  self-government  was  also  conceded. 

The  federation  of  the  Australian  provinces  was  early  discussed, 
but  long  delayed  on  account  of  economic  differences.  Finally  in 
1900  a  federal  constitution  was  drafted  and  enacted  into  law  by 
the  British  Parliament.  The  federation  thus  created  is  known 
as  the  Commonwealth  of  Australia  and  includes  all  of  the  prov¬ 
inces  except  New  Zealand  (an  island  1200  miles  from  the  conti¬ 
nent  of  Australia).  The  government  of  the  commonwealth  is 
much  like  that  of  the  United  States.  Each  province  has  a  gov¬ 
ernment  much  like  the  governments  of  our  states.  The  federal 
government  is  composed  of  a  Senate  and  a  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  very  much  as  our  federal  government  is.  There  is  a  High 
Court  very  similar  in  its  functions  to  our  Supreme  Court.  But 
the  chief  executive  is  not  a  president  elected  for  a  period  of  years. 
The  chief  executive  is  a  prime  minister  who  holds  office,  as  the 
prime  minister  in  England  does,  only  so  long  as  his  measures  are 
supported  by  a  majority  in  the  legislature. 

Thus  Australia  is  a  federation  enjoying  responsible  government, 
just  as  Canada  is.  New  Zealand,  like  Newfoundland,  enjoys 
responsible  government  but  remains  outside  the  federation. 

The  Union  of  South  Africa.  The  southern  point  of  Africa,  the 
Cape  of  Good  Hope,  was  first  possessed  by  the  Portuguese  but  was 
taken  from  them  by  the  Dutch,  and  from  the  Dutch  by  the 
English  (1806).  This  region,  known  as  Cape  Colony,  was  set¬ 
tled  by  a  mixed  population  of  English  and  Boers  (a  race  descended 
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from  Dutch  and  French  settlers).  As  the  English  moved  in,  the 
Boers  moved  north  and  east  and  settled  Natal,  the  Orange  Free 
State,  and  the  Transvaal.  Cape  Colony  was  given  self-government 
in  1872,  Natal  in  1893.  Towards  the  middle  of  the  century  the 
Orange  Free  State  and  the  Transvaal  were  recognized  as  virtually 
independent  states.  But  as  a  result  of  the  Boer  War  (see  page 
688),  the  Orange  Free  State  and  the  Transvaal  were  annexed  to 
the  British  Empire  (see  page  689),  with  a  promise  that  self- 
government  would  be  conceded  as  soon  as  practicable.  This  was 
done  in  1906  and  1907.  Two  years  later  (1909)  the  four  prov¬ 
inces  of  Cape  Colony,  Natal,  Orange  Free  State,  and  the  Trans¬ 
vaal  were  united  in  a  federation  known  as  the  Union  of  South 
Africa.  As  in  Canada  and  Australia,  each  province  has  its  own 
government  for  local  affairs;  but  the  federation  is  ruled  by  the 
Union  parliament,  under  a  prime  minister  who  represents  the 
majority  party  in  the  parliament.  As  it  happened,  the  first  prime 
minister  of  the  new  federal  government  was  General  Botha,  who 
but  a  few  years  before  had  led  the  Boer  armies  in  their  gallant 
but  losing  fight  against  the  British  army. 

Thus  during  the  years  1837  to  1909  a  degree  of  self-government 
amounting  virtually  to  independence  was  conceded  to  those  parts 
of  the  empire  inhabited  in  whole  or  in  part  by  English-speaking 
people— Canada,  Newfoundland,  Australia,  New  Zealand,  and 
South  Africa. 

Meantime,  another  people,  nearer  home,  objected  strenuously 
to  British  rule.  These  were  the  Irish.  Flow  did  they  fare  in  the 
struggle  for  self-government? 

Ireland  and  her  grievances:  How  Gladstone  gave  the  Irish  some 
things  they  wanted,  but  not  the  chief  thing,  which  was  "home  rule." 

The  story  of  Ireland  is  an  unhappy  one.  Conquered  by  Henry 
VIII  in  the  sixteenth  century,  it  remained  until  the  twentieth 
subject  to  the  alien  rule  of  England.  In  the  nineteenth  century 
Irish  grievances  were  many,  of  long  standing,  and  very  real.  Yet 
not  until  the  first  ministry  of  Gladstone  (1868-1874)  was  any 
serious  attempt  made  to  redress  them.  What  were  these  griev¬ 
ances,  and  what  did  Gladstone  do  to  redress  them? 
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A  Farm  in  Ireland 

This  farm  scene  in  Galway  County,  Ireland,  is  typical  of  many  Irish  farms. 

Note  the  low,  whitewashed  cottage,  the  hay  ricks,  and  the  grazing  sheep. 

The  grievances  of  Ireland  may  be  treated  under  three  heads: 
(1)  religion;  (2)  land;  and  (3)  home  rule. 

1.  Religion.  The  majority  of  the  inhabitants  of  Ireland  were 
Irish  and  Catholic  while  a  minority  (chiefly  in  the  northern 
province  of  Ulster)  were  Protestants  of  English  or  Scotch  ancestry. 
The  laws  imposed  on  Ireland  were  unjust  to  Irish  Catholics  in  two 
respects.  First,  Catholics  were  excluded  from  Parliament,  so  that 
the  majority  of  the  people  in  Ireland  could  be  represented  in 
Parliament  only  by  men  of  an  alien  and  hostile  religion.  Second, 
the  Protestant  (Anglican)  Church  was  established  by  law  in  Ire¬ 
land.  This  meant  that  Irish  Catholics  had  to  pay  taxes  to  main¬ 
tain  churches  which  they  did  not  attend  and  to  support  Protestant 
clergy,  many  of  whom,  having  no  parishioners  in  Ireland,  lived  in 
England.  Meantime,  Catholic  services  were  held  in  dilapidated 
buildings,  or  in  the  open,  and  the  priests  were  as  poor  as  the 
people  they  served. 

The  first  of  these  grievances  was  redressed  in  1829  bv  the 
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Dublin  and  the  O’Connell  Bridge 
Business  seems  brisk  in  the  capital  city  of  the  Irish  Free  State,  which  the 

Irish  themselves  call  Eire. 

Catholic  Emancipation  Act.  Henceforth  Catholics  were  free  to 
hold  office  and  could  be  elected  to  Parliament.  The  second  was 
redressed  by  the  first  Gladstone  ministry  in  1868.  By  a  law  of 
1868  the  Irish  Church — that  is,  the  Anglican  Church  established 
1  in  Ireland,  was  “disestablished.”  This  meant  that  the  Protestant 
Church  in  Ireland  was  no  longer  supported  by  taxes  imposed  on 
the  people.  The  disestablishment  of  the  Irish  Church  was  the 
only  one  of  Gladstone’s  many  Irish  reform  measures  which  was 
entirely  effective. 

2.  Land.  The  great  majority  of  the  Irish  were  farmers.  But 
the  land  was  owned  for  the  most  part  by  wealthy  landlords,  many 
of  whom  were  Englishmen.  On  the  big  estates  the  mass  of  the 
Irish  lived  and  worked  as  “tenants.”  Since  there  were  always  more 
men  seeking  farms  than  there  were  farms,  the  landlords  could 
charge  a  high  rent,  and  if  the  tenant  failed  to  pay  the  rent 
promptly— or  even  if  he  did  pay  it  promptly— the  landlord  could 
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evict  him  at  will,  or  at  very  short  notice.  Irish  tenant  farmers 
lived  in  wretched  hovels,  were  frequently  evicted  for  non-payment 
of  rent,  and  had  little  to  eat  except  potatoes.  When  the  potato 
crop  failed,  there  was  a  famine.  In  famine  years,  such  as  1839 
and  1846,  thousands  of  people  died  of  starvation;  and  every  year 
other  thousands,  in  desperation,  migrated  to  the  United  States.  As 
a  result  of  starvation  and  migration,  the  population  of  Ireland  fell 
from  8,300,000  in  1845  to  5,100,000  in  1881. 

To  improve  the  condition  of  the  Irish  farmers,  Gladstone  intro¬ 
duced  the  Land  Act  of  1870.  This  law  provided  that  the  land¬ 
lord  could  not  evict  a  tenant  so  long  as  he  paid  his  rent,  and 
also  provided  a  method  by  which  tenants  could  buy  their  farms 
from  the  landlord.  The  only  result  of  this  law  was  that  the 
landlords  raised  their  rents,  and  evictions  were  more  frequent  than 
before.  The  Land  Act  of  1881,  designed  to  establish  fair  and  fixed 
rents,  did  almost  as  little  to  improve  matters  as  the  first  one. 

The  failure  of  these  measures  convinced  the  Irish  that  partial 
reforms  were  useless.  They  therefore  demanded  complete  home 
rule. 

3.  Home  Rule.  In  the  eighteenth  century  the  Irish  had  had  a 
parliament  of  their  own  at  Dublin;  but  in  1801  they  were  induced 
to  give  up  their  own  parliament  and  instead  to  choose  representa¬ 
tives  to  the  English  Parliament.  At  first  the  Irish  members  in  the 
English  Parliament  had  supported  Gladstone’s  early  reforms;  but 
the  failure  of  the  first  Land  Act  convinced  them  that  nothing 
would  end  their  troubles  except  the  restoration  of  the  Irish  parlia¬ 
ment.  Under  the  leadership  of  a  brilliant  and  aggressive  man, 
Charles  Stuart  Parnell,  they  resorted  to  obstructive  tactics,  talking 
endlessly  on  every  question  that  came  up,  in  order  to  delay  the 
business  of  the  House.  In  Ireland  the  people  resorted  to  violence. 
They  tried  to  intimidate  their  landlords  by  mutilating  their  cattle 
and  burning  their  houses.  Some  landlords  were  killed,  and  in 
1882  two  English  officials  were  assassinated  while  crossing  Phoenix 
Park  in  Dublin. 

Under  pressure  of  such  tactics  Gladstone  decided  that  the  wise 
thing  to  do  was  to  give  the  Irish  what  they  wanted.  April  8,  1886, 
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he  introduced  the  first  Home  Rule  bill  to  give  Ireland  a  parliament 
of  its  own,  with  powers  similar  to,  although  not  so  extensive  as, 
those  enjoyed  by  the  Dominion  parliament  of  Canada.  The  bill 
encountered  bitter  opposition.  Lord  Salisbury,  the  Conservative 
leader,  said  that  the  Irish  were  incapable  of  self-government.  John 
Bright,  a  Liberal  humanitarian  who  had  warmly  supported  Irish 
reform,  objected  to  the  measure  because  under  home  rule  the 
!  Irish  Catholic  majority  would  dominate  and  oppress  the  Protes¬ 
tant  minority.  Even  among  Liberals  the  opposition  was  so  strong 
that  ninety-three  members  of  the  party  refused  to  support  their 
leader  and  voted  with  the  Conservatives.  The  bill  was  therefore 
defeated,  and  Gladstone  resigned  after  having  been  in  office  less 
than  six  months. 

Six  years  later,  when  the  Liberals  were  once  more  returned  to 
power,  Gladstone  introduced  the  second  Home  Rule  bill.  It  was 
the  old  story  over  again.  The  debates  were  more  notable  for 
epithets  than  for  arguments,  and  on  one  occasion  certain  members 
of  Parliament  engaged  in  fisticuffs  on  the  floor  of  the  House.  The 
bill  was  finally  carried  in  the  Commons  by  a  small  majority,  but  it 
was  immediately  rejected  by  the  Lords.  Not  until  after  the  Great 
War  did  Ireland  finally  obtain  home  rule  (see  p.  790). 

Why  Unit  IV  ends  with  this  chapter.  In  1831,  Alexis  de 
Tocqueville,  a  young  Frenchman,  visited  the  United  States.  His 
purpose,  he  tells  us,  was  to  observe  democracy  at  first  hand,  in 
order  to  learn  what  ''Europe  has  to  fear  or  to  hope  for  from  its 
progress.”  His  observations  in  the  United  States  only  confirmed 
him  in  the  belief  that  the  great  French  Revolution  of  1789  had 
started  a  movement  towards  democratic  government  which  could 
not  be  repressed;  and  he  predicted  that  in  no  great  time  democracy, 
whether  upper-class  people  liked  it  or  not,  would  be  the  prevailing 
form  of  government  in  the  Western  world. 

Within  less  than  a  hundred  years  after  the  French  Revolution, 
De  Tocqueville’s  prediction  had  virtually  come  true.  With  the 
adoption  of  a  democratic  suffrage  in  England,  nearly  every  country 
in  Europe  had  a  form  of  government  which  in  practice  gave  to  the 
mass  of  the  people  at  least  some  share  in  electing  their  rulers. 
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In  Unit  IV  we  have  traced  the  history  of  the  political  revolution 
by  which  absolute  monarchy  disappeared  in  Europe  and  was  re¬ 
placed  by  some  form  of  popular  government.  That  is  why,  with 
this  chapter,  we  shall  close  Unit  IV,  which  we  have  called  the 
Age  of  Political  Revolution. 

Meantime,  another  revolution,  beginning  long  before  1871,  but 
having  its  most  important  effects  after  that  date,  was  occurring. 
This  is  called  the  Industrial  Revolution.  It  will  be  the  subject  of 
Unit  V. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  great  events  between  1860  and  1871  contributed  to  the 
progress  of  human  freedom  and  popular  government?  What 
resemblance  is  there  between  the  War  between  the  States  in 
the  United  States  and  the  wars  in  Italy  and  Germany  about 
the  same  time? 

2.  How  was  Russia  governed  at  the  time  of  the  accession  of 
Alexander  II?  Describe  the  rise  of  the  reform  movement  in 
Russia.  How  were  the  serfs  emancipated  in  Russia?  What 
other  reforms  were  adopted  in  Russia  between  1861  and  1881? 

3.  What  was  the  People’s  Charter?  Contrast  Gladstone  and 
Disraeli  as  to  personal  appearance,  characteristics,  etc. 

4.  Describe  the  circumstances  leading  to  the  passing  of  the  Re¬ 
form  Bill  of  1867.  What  was  accomplished  by  this  law? 
What  were  the  provisions  of  the  reform  bills  of  1884-1885? 

5.  What  were  the  chief  countries  within  the  British  Empire  in 
1775?  What  disputes  led  to  the  American  Revolution?  What 
theory  of  the  British  Empire  was  set  forth  by  the  revolting 
colonies? 

6.  What  was  the  cause  of  the  Canadian  Rebellion  of  1837? 
Why  were  the  English  more  favorable  to  free  government  for 
the  colonies  in  1837  than  they  were  in  1775? 

7.  Tell  all  you  can  about  the  formation  (1)  of  the  federation 
known  as  the  Dominion  of  Canada;  (2)  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Australia;  (3)  of  the  Union  of  South  Africa.  What 
powers  has  the  British  government  over  the  self-governing 
dominions?  Were  they  obliged  to  support  Great  Britain  in 
the  Great  War,  or  was  their  support  voluntary?  How  does 
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the  government  of  Australia  resemble  that  of  the  United 
States?  How  does  it  resemble  that  of  Great  Britain? 

8.  What  were  the  chief  grievances  of  Ireland  in  the  nineteenth 
century?  What  was  the  "Irish  Church”  and  why  did  the 
Irish  object  to  it?  When  was  it  disestablished? 

9.  Describe  the  situation  of  the  Irish  tenant  farmers  in  the 
middle  of  the  nineteenth  century.  What  effect  did  Irish 
famines  have  on  the  United  States?  What  did  Gladstone  do 
to  improve  the  condition  of  the  Irish  tenant  farmers? 

10.  What  was  the  Home  Rule  movement?  What  were  the  Glad¬ 
stone  Home  Rule  bills?  Why  did  they  fail  to  pass? 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Vocabulary  test:  Be  prepared  to  explain  the  meaning  or  use 
in  this  chapter  of  the  following  terms. 


representative 

Nihilist 

disestablishment 

assembly 

Whig 

Wealth  of  Nations 

popular  govern¬ 

Tory 

tariff 

ment 

borough 

colonial  federation 

state  church 

Terrorist 

Boer 

Slavophiles 

corn  laws 

Anglican 

2.  Using  the  same  scale  for  each,  draw  a  map  of  (a)  the  Domin¬ 
ion  of  Canada;  (b)  the  Commonwealth  of  Australia;  (c)  New 
Zealand;  (d)  the  Union  of  South  Africa;  (e)  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland.  Paste  these  five  maps  on  a  sheet  of  paper.  Show 
t'he  provinces  or  states  included  in  each  dominion.  [Group 
project.] 

3.  Select  either  (a)  or  (b)  for  a  report. 

(a)  Make  a  comparison  between  France  in  the  eighteenth 
century  and  Russia  in  the  nineteenth  century.  Consider 
government,  religion,  social  classes,  economic  development, 
and  ideas. 

(b)  Compare  Russian  society  before  the  Edict  of  Emancipa¬ 
tion  with  American  society  in  the  southern  part  of  the  United 
States  before  the  abolition  of  slavery. 

4.  You  have  now  learned  something  about  democracy  in  ancient 
Greece  and  in  Europe  and  America  during  the  nineteenth 
century.  You  will  learn  more  about  it  as  you  go  on  with  this 
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history,  but  it  will  be  helpful  at  this  time  to  write  out 
a  careful  statement  of  what  you  think  democratic  government 
is.  Then  state  the  reasons  for  progress  toward  democracy  in 
nineteenth-century  England;  how  democratic  the  English 
government  actually  became;  the  manner  in  which  English 
government  worked. 

5.  Round  table  discussion  of  the  establishment  of  self-govern¬ 
ment  in  the  British  colonies.  Let  members  of  the  class  pre¬ 
sent  reports  on:  The  American  Revolution;  Canada;  South 
Africa;  Australia;  New  Zealand;  Ireland.  Material  for  the 
reports  should  be  obtained  from  encyclopedias  and  reference 
books.  Then  a  discussion  should  be  held  about  the  reasons 
for  the  granting  of  self-government  to  the  colonies  and  not 
to  Ireland,  and  the  bonds  which  hold  the  British  Empire 
together. 
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LARGE  FACTS  TO  REMEMBER  ABOUT  UNIT  IV 

1.  New  Ideas  in  the  eighteenth  century.  The  "philosophers” 
prepare  the  way  for  the  French  Revolution. 

2.  The  French  Revolution ,  1789-1795.  Destroys  government  by 
king  and  nobles.  Establishes  equality  before  the  law,  and 
government  by  the  people. 

3.  Napoleon ,  1799-1815.  Organizes  and  maintains  the  revolu¬ 
tionary  changes  in  French  institutions.  Establishes  European 
empire. 

4.  Temporary  reaction ,  1815-1825.  Settlement  of  Europe  at  the 
Congress  of  Vienna.  Concert  of  Europe  tries  to  repress  liberal 
ideas. 

5.  Revival  of  revolutions  in  behalf  of  “ Liberty ,  Equality ,  Frater¬ 
nity ,”  1830-1848.  Middle-class  liberal  governments  established 
in  France,  Belgium,  and  England,  1830-1832.  Grand  up¬ 
heaval  of  1848.  Temporary  success,  ending  in  failure. 

6.  National  and  democratic  reorganization  1859-1885.  Italian 
unification  under  Cavour.  German  unity  under  Bismarck. 
Reorganization  of  Austrian  Empire.  Third  French  Republic. 
Liberal  Reforms  in  Russia.  Democratic  suffrage  in  England. 
Self-government  extended  to  some  of  the  British  colonies. 


Gendreau 


Shipyard,  Clyde  Bank,  Scotland 

The  largest  passenger  liner  in  service,  the  Queen  Mary ,  under  construction. 
Without  the  aid  of  powerful  steam  and  electric  cranes  and  elevators,  such  a 
gigantic  vessel  could  not  be  built.  The  twentieth  century  has  seen  ever- 
increasing  competition  in  merchant  marines  and  in  naval  armament. 

UNIT  V 

MODERN  CIVILIZATION  :  Industrial  Revolution 

The  great  prophets  of  democratic  government ,  such  as  Mazzini , 
believed  that  when  people  were  allowed  to  govern  themselves 
everything  would  be  well— poverty  would  disappear ,  justice  would 
reign ,  and  nations  would  dwell  together  in  peace  and  harmony. 
The  establishment  of  democratic  government  in  Europe  did  not 
bring  about  this  happy  state.  On  the  contrary ,  the  conflict  be¬ 
tween  rich  and  poor  was  even  more  intense  than  before.  The 
nations ,  instead  of  dwelling  together  in  harmony ,  hastened  to 
enlarge  their  armies  and  navies ,  engaged  in  competition  for  the 
control  of  “backward  countries ”  became  every  year  more  jealous 
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and  suspicious  of  each  other ,  and  at  last  plunged  the  European 
world  into  the  most  disastrous  war  ever  known. 

Why  was  it  that  the  establishment  of  democratic  government 
in  Europe  failed  to  bring  peace  and  good-will ,  either  within  or 
between  the  nations? 

Many  attempts  have  been  made  to  answer  this  question.  Some 
have  said:  “ The  so-called  democratic  governments  were  not  really 
democratic Others  have  said :  “It  was  a  mistake  to  suppose 
that  democratic  government  would  bring  about  peace  and  good¬ 
will.”  Still  others  have  said:  “ Government  has  nothing  to  do  with 
it;  it  is  the  nature  of  men  to  fight ,  and  they  will  do  so  under  any 
form  of  government If  we  ask  History  to  tell  us  which  is  the 
true  answer ,  she  looks  Sphinx-like  and  says  nothing.  History  tells 
us  what ,  but  if  we  ask  her  why ,  she  can  answer  only  by  giving  us 
more  of  the  what.  Historians  can  therefore  only  say  that  something 
happened  that  prophets  of  democratic  government  did  not  foresee. 

What  was  this  something?  The  answer  is  to  be  found  in  Unit 
V.  A  great  economic  and  industrial  revolution  took  place ,  as  a 
result  of  which  old  ways  of  life — ways  of  living  and  making  a 
living;  ways  of  learning  and  of  gaining  experience  of  life;  habits 
of  thought  and  of  conduct— were  rapidly  and  profoundly  changed. 
In  every  country  in  which  the  Industrial  Revolution  occurred ,  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  problems  arose  in  such  a  bewildering  variety  that 
neither  the  people  nor  the  law-makers  whom  the  people  chose  to 
represent  them  could  deal  with  them  successfully.  That  is,  during 
the  years  following  the  establishment  of  democratic  government  in 
Europe  conditions  of  life  changed  so  rapidly  that  people  could  not 
adjust  to  the  new  conditions  without  stress  and  conflict. 

In  Unit  V  we  shall  learn  something  about  this  Industrial  Revo¬ 
lution  and  about  the  conflicts  that  it  engendered— social  conflicts 
within  nations  and  economic  conflicts  between  nations.  Now  if 
we  inquire  as  to  the  primary  cause  of  the  Industrial  Revolution 
which  we  are  about  to  study,  the  answer  is:  science  and  invention, 
and  the  rapid  multiplication  of  power-driven  machines.  First  of 
all,  therefore,  we  must  learn  something  about  the  coming  of 
machines,  and  how  they  changed  the  conditions  of  life. 


HOW  SCIENCE  GAVE  MEN  MACHINES 

■ 

AND  HOW  THE  MACHINES  CHANGED  THE  CONDITIONS 
UNDER  WHICH  MEN  HAD  TO  LIVE  AND  LABOR 

|  Things  are  in  the  saddle  and  ride  mankind.  Emerson 

l 

: 

Men  have  been  using  machines  for  a  long  time.  Aristotle  said 
>  that  "man  is  a  political  animal/’  That  is  a  good  definition— one 
of  the  best.  But  man  might  also  be  defined  as  the  animal  that 
uses  machines— or  tools,  since  machines  are  only  complicated  tools. 
Of  course  other  animals  (such  as  the  dog)  use  tools  too,  but  the 
dog  has  only  the  tools  that  he  is  born  with— claws  and  teeth.  If 
he  wishes  to  store  food,  he  can  only  dig  a  hole  in  the  ground. 
Man  can  store  food  far  better  because,  by  attaching  to  his  hand 
artificial  tools — saws,  hammers,  planes,  chisels — he  can  build  a 
storehouse.  This  suggests  another  definition  of  man:  Man  is 
the  animal  that  uses  artificial  tools. 

Such  tools  man  has  been  using  for  a  very  long  time;  and  our 
marvelous  machines  are  only  the  latest  stage  in  the  slow  and  pain¬ 
ful  effort  of  man  to  master  his  world  by  means  of  tools.  The 
pullman  car  is  only  a  palatial  wagon,  the  wagon  is  a  super-cart, 
and  the  cart  goes  back  to  the  time  when  some  ingenious  fellow 
invented  a  wheel,  perhaps  by  cutting  a  four-inch  piece  from  the 
end  of  a  log.  Primitive  man,  as  you  know  (Chapter  I),  invented 
the  fundamental  tools:  (1)  fire,  which  made  possible  the  art  of 
cooking,  the  smelting  and  hardening  of  metals,  and  the  making 
of  bricks,  glass,  and  pottery;  (2)  implements  and  weapons,  such 
as  the  ax,  the  knife,  the  plow,  the  bow  and  arrow;  (3)  means  of 
conveyance,  such  as  the  wheeled  cart,  the  rowboat,  and  the  sail- 
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boat;  (4)  domesticated  animals  (a  kind  of  invention  and  a  kind  of 
tool),  such  as  dogs,  goats,  cattle.  Without  these,  primitive  civil¬ 
ization,  or  any  subsequent  civilization,  including  our  own,  would 
have  been  quite  impossible. 

I.  The  Coming  of  the  Machine  Age:  Why  More  People  Can 

Live  and  Have  More  Wealth 

Why  men  have  infinitely  more  and  better  machines  now  than 
formerly.  Although  all  civilization  is  based  on  the  use  of  tools,  the 
important  thing  to  note  about  modern  civilization  is  this:  Within 
a  hundred  fifty  years,  more  and  better  tools  have  been  invented 
than  were  invented  in  all  the  preceding  centuries.  In  the  year  1800 
no  European  country  had  a  postal  system  more  rapid  than  that  of 
the  ancient  Roman  Empire.  Few  ships  sailed  the  Atlantic  which 
could  not  have  been  overhauled  by  a  Phoenician  trireme.  Royal 
highways  in  France  were  no  better — were  indeed  hardly  as  good — 
as  Roman  roads  built  seventeen  centuries  before.  But  within  a 
short  hundred  years  the  external  conditions  of  life  had  been 
revolutionized  by  machines  and  devices  which  multiply  a  thou¬ 
sandfold  the  power  of  men  to  make  things,  to  move  things,  and  to 
communicate  information. 

Why  this  extremely  rapid  speeding-up  of  inventions?  The 
answer  is:  science,  which  is  only  another  name  for  systematic 
knowledge  of  the  physical  universe.  Before  the  seventeenth  cen¬ 
tury  for  the  most  part  men  regarded  the  natural  physical  world 
as  a  mystery,  and  as  peopled  by  spirits  which  might  be  propitiated 
but  could  not  be  mastered.  We  may  say  that  man  had  an 
“inferiority  complex”  towards  nature.  But  in  the  seventeenth  and 
eighteenth  centuries  (see  Chapter  9)  men  gradually  lost  this 
inferiority  complex.  They  discovered  that  nature  might  be  the 
friend  of  man.  The  result  of  this  changed  attitude  has  been  the 
development  of  modern  science.  For  the  first  time  in  history 
thousands  of  learned  men,  working  in  thousands  of  laboratories,  in 
universities  and  elsewhere,  are  giving  all  their  time  to  studying 
the  structure  of  the  physical  universe.  Modern  science  is  a  de¬ 
liberately  organized  conspiracy  to  rob  nature  of  her  secrets  and 
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A  Great  Scientist,  Michael  Faraday,  in  His  Laboratory 
Faraday  (1791-1867)  was  noted  for  his  discoveries  in  chemistry,  but  more  so 
for  the  discovery  of  the  induction  of  electric  currents  and  the  effect  of  mag¬ 
netism  on  polarized  light.  This  sketch  is  by  Maclise  in  Fraser’s  Magazine. 


to  pilfer  her  concealed  stores  of  power.  Hence  invention  and 
discovery  no  longer  come  by  accident.  They  do  not  take  us  by 
surprise.  On  the  contrary,  they  are  anticipated.  We  predict 
them.  In  large  measure  science  has  replaced  necessity  as  the 
“mother  of  invention”;  and  a  far  more  prolific  mother  she  has 
proved  to  be. 

How  the  multiplication  of  machines  has  changed  the  conditions 
of  life.  Perhaps  in  most  respects  modern  civilization  can  hardly 
be  said  to  surpass  that  of  the  ancient  Greeks.  Our  athletes  may 
slightly  surpass  in  strength  and  swiftness  the  performers  in  the 
Olympic  games.  But  has  Tolstoy,  or  any  other  modern,  excelled 
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Socrates  in  wisdom?  What  modern  philosopher  has  thought  more 
profoundly  than  Plato  or  Aristotle?  Who  has  written  a  more 
stirring  tragedy  than  Euripides,  a  better  comedy  than  Aristophanes, 
a  more  admirable  history  than  Thucydides?  What  modern  statue 
is  more  beautiful  than  the  Venus  de  Milo,  what  building  more 
perfect  than  the  Parthenon?  Who  shall  say  that  Bismarck  was  a 
wiser  statesman  than  Pericles,  or  Napoleon  a  greater  military 
genius  than  Alexander? 

But  whether  superior  or  not,  modern  civilization  differs  from  all 
previous  civilizations,  and  that  chiefly  in  two  respects:  (1)  man 
has  more  power  over  things;  (2)  things  have  more  power  over 
man.  This  new  relation  between  man  and  things  has  modified 
and  is  modifying  our  habits  and  institutions,  and  by  modifying 
our  habits  and  institutions  it  has  changed  and  is  changing  our 
thinking.  Briefly  we  may  say  that  the  new  relation  between  men 
and  things  is  changing  our  habits  and  thinking  by  (1)  enabling 
more  people  to  live;  (2)  providing  them  with  more  food,  clothing, 
and  luxuries  than  formerly;  (3)  making  them  live  crowded  to¬ 
gether  in  cities;  (4)  making  them  more  dependent  upon  each 
other,  throughout  the  world,  for  the  things  they  need;  and  (5) 
making  them  live  and  work  in  a  more  uniform  way.  We  must 
now  consider  each  of  these  points  in  more  detail. 

How  science  has  enabled  more  people  to  live.  One  of  the  most 
striking  changes  during  the  nineteenth  century  in  Europe  was  the 
great  increase  in  population.  In  1685  the  population  of  England 
was  about  5,000,000.  For  centuries  the  increase  had  been  so  slight 
that  Gregory  King,  an  economist  living  in  the  early  eighteenth 
century,  estimated  that  there  would  not  be  11,000,000  people  in 
England  until  the  year  2300.  But  in  fact  there  were  11,000,000  in 
England  in  1815.  In  1910  there  were  36,900,000.  Between  1801 
and  1910  the  population  of  France  increased  from  about 
25,000,000  to  39,000,000;  during  the  same  period  the  population 
in  the  territories  included  in  the  German  Empire  of  1871  in¬ 
creased  from  24,000,000  to  65,000,000.  Nothing  like  this  rapid 
increase  had  ever  been  known  before. 

The  explanation  is  not  that  many  more  people  were  born  each 
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year,  but  that  far  fewer  died.  In  England,  before  1750,  there  were 
years  in  which  75  per  cent  of  all  children  died  before  they  were 
five  years  old,  and  thousands  of 
those  who  escaped  the  perils  of 
infancy  were  carried  off  in  youth 
or  middle  age  by  the  frequent  epi¬ 
demics  of  plague,  typhus,  smallpox, 
diphtheria,  and  like  scourges.  The 
high  death-rate  before  the  nine¬ 
teenth  century  was  owing  chiefly  to 
the  lack  of  medical  knowledge.  We 
still  know  little  enough  about  the 
human  body  and  the  diseases  that 
it  is  heir  to;  but  nearly  everything 
we  do  know  has  been  discovered 
during  the  last  century  and  a 
half.  The  progress  which  has  been 
made  in  that  time  may  be  illus¬ 
trated  by  four  crucial  discoveries. 

In  1798  Dr.  Jenner,  an  English  physician,  demonstrated  the 
possibility  (which  had  already  been  suggested  by  a  Frenchman, 
Rabaut-Pommier)  of  preventing  smallpox  by  vaccination.  Vac¬ 
cination  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  body  can  be  made  im¬ 
mune  to  certain  poisons.  When  the  doctor  vaccinates  you  for 
smallpox,  he  really  gives  you  a  small  dose  of  smallpox;  and  by 
fighting  this  mild  case  the  body  builds  up  a  defensive  process 
which  prevents  it  from  catching  the  severe  form  which  may  be 
going  the  rounds  in  the  community.  Dr.  Jenner's  discovery 
opened  up  a  wide  field  of  experiment  and  discovery— namely,  the 
possibility  of  making  the  human  body  immune  to  certain  diseases 
by  injecting  into  the  body  a  small  dose  of  the  very  poison  that 
causes  the  disease. 

Such  diseases,  it  is  now  believed,  are  likely  to  be  caused  by 
“germs/'  The  existence  of  these  little  creatures  was  made  known 
about  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  century  by  Louis  Pasteur,  a 
French  professor  of  chemistry.  Pasteur  proved  by  experiment  that 
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Pasteur  (1822-1895) 

By  discovering  that  fermentation 
is  caused  by  bacteria,  Pasteur 
laid  the  foundation  of  modem 
medicine. 
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(C)  william  inompson 

Pasteur’s  Experimental  Farm  at  Rambouillet,  France 
The  pasteurization  of  milk  to  kill  bacteria  in  it  is  a  process  developed  by 

Pasteur  and  now  widely  used. 


the  fermentation  in  wine  and  beer  is  due,  not  to  "'spontaneous 
generation/’  but  to  the  presence  of  minute  living  organisms— 
bacteria.  Pasteur’s  discovery  was  the  foundation  of  modern  bac¬ 
teriology,  and  of  modern  medicinal  science  in  so  far  as  it  is  based 
upon  the  theory  that  disease  is  caused  by  minute  living  organisms. 

Pasteur’s  discovery  enabled  Dr.  Joseph  Lister  to  lay  the  founda¬ 
tions  of  modern  antiseptic  surgery.  In  the  seventeenth  century 
surgery  was  still  a  crude  and  painful  kind  of  hack-work.  After¬ 
wards,  when  an  anesthetic  was  given  the  patient  to  deaden  the 
pain,  operations  were  less  difficult;  but  even  then  it  was  a  lucky 
chance  if  the  patient  did  not  die  of  infection  in  the  wound. 
Lister  thought  that  such  infection  might  be  caused  by  bacteria 
such  as  Pasteur  had  discovered  in  wine  and  beer.  Was  there 
something  that  might  be  put  into  the  wound  to  kill  the  bacteria? 
There  was — carbolic  acid,  a  crude  antiseptic  but  an  effective  one. 
Lister  afterwards  demonstrated  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  put  an 
antiseptic  in  the  wound  itself;  that  it  was  quite  as  effective  to 
sterilize  everything  that  touched  the  open  wound— knife,  hands, 
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absorbent  cotton,  bandages.  Without  Lister’s  discovery  the  amaz¬ 
ing  advances  of  modern  surgery  would  have  been  impossible. 

It  was  one  thing  to  know  that  disease  and  infection  were 
caused  by  germs;  another  to  learn  something  definite  about  the 
nature  of  a  particular  germ  that  caused  a  particular  disease.  In 
1876  Robert  Koch,  a  German  physician,  managed  to  obtain  a 
“pure  culture”  of  the  germ  which  caused  the  disease  of  anthrax — 
that  is,  he  was  able  to  produce  the  germ  in  the  laboratory  in  such 
a  way  that  he  could  study  and  experiment  with  it.  As  a  result, 
he  soon  discovered  an  antitoxin  which,  injected  into  the  body  of 
the  patient,  would  cure  the  disease  by  killing  the  germ.  Koch’s 
discoveries  led  to  a  new  method  of  attacking  disease— the  attempt 
to  discover  specific  antitoxins  for  specific  diseases.  Such  anti¬ 
toxins  have  been  discovered  for  certain  diseases,  notably  for 
diphtheria.  Some  day — soon,  we  all  hope— scientists  may  discover 
effective  antitoxins  for  meningitis,  infantile  paralysis,  and  in¬ 
fluenza. 

These  are  only  the  most  striking  examples  of  the  progress  of 
medical  science  in  the  last  century.  One  result  of  this  new  knowl¬ 
edge  has  been  to  free  the  Western  world  from  the  terror  of  great 
scourges— plague,  typhus,  smallpox,  diphtheria,  yellow  fever,  and 
the  like.  Another  result  has  been  to  lower  the  death-rate  and 
greatly  increase  the  number  of  people  in  the  world.  To  be  free  of 
terror  is  certainly  a  good  thing.  Whether  it  is  a  good  thing  to 
have  many  more  people  in  the  world  depends— it  depends  on 
whether  they  can  find  the  means  of  living  in  decency  and  comfort. 

How  science  and  invention  made  possible  an  increase  in  the 
production  of  wealth.  Medical  science  keeps  people  from  dying, 
but  it  does  not  provide  them  with  the  means  of  living.  If  150 
million  people  were  to  live  where  formerly  only  60  million  had 
lived  none  too  well,  there  had  to  be  a  great  speeding  up  of  the 
production  of  wealth.  There  was;  and  the  increase  in  wealth  was 
due  to  the  application  of  science  and  invention  to  agriculture  and 
industry. 

In  the  eighteenth  century,  farming  was  still  carried  on  much  as 
it  had  been  in  Roman  times.  Since  then  agriculture  has  been 
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revolutionized  mainly  by  three  things:  (1)  better  adaptation  of 
crops  to  soils;  (2)  use  of  artificial  fertilizers;  (3)  use  of  improved 
machinery. 

If  one  crop  is  raised  on  a  field  year  after  year,  the  soil  soon 
becomes  impoverished.  Formerly,  to  prevent  this,  each  field  was 
allowed  to  ‘die  fallow’'  for  perhaps  one  year  out  of  three.  But  in 
the  nineteenth  century  it  was  found  that  by  changing  the  crop 
raised  on  any  given  field  from  year  to  year,  the  fertility  of  the  soil 
could  be  preserved  without  allowing  the  field  to  lie  fallow.  More 
important  still  was  the  discovery  of  artificial  fertilizers.  What  soil 
needs  especially  is  nitrogen.  In  1840  and  1855  Von  Liebig,  a 
German  scientist,  showed  that  nitrogen  products  spread  over  the 
soil  would  serve  as  well  as  natural  manures.  Since  then  artificial 
fertilizers  have  been  increasingly  used,  with  the  result  of  ( 1 )  in¬ 
creasing  the  fertility  of  farm  lands,  and  (2)  bringing  under  culti¬ 
vation  much  land  that  without  fertilizers  would  produce  little  or 
nothing.  Finally,  the  invention  of  machinery— -steel  plows,  drills, 
harrows,  steam  plows,  tractors,  threshing  machines,  self-binders, 
hay-loaders,  and  the  like— enabled  one  laborer  to  do  the  work  of 
many.  In  general  the  result  of  science  and  invention  applied  to 
agriculture  was  (1)  to  increase  the  amount  of  land  cultivated;  (2) 
to  increase  the  yield  per  acre;  (3)  to  decrease,  relatively,  the 
number  of  laborers  needed  on  farms. 

The  revolution  in  industry  was  even  more  important  than  the 
revolution  in  agriculture.  In  the  eighteenth  century  two  vital 
changes  were  introduced  into  the  manufacture  of  cotton  cloth  in 
England:  (1)  use  of  improved  machines  for  spinning  and  weav¬ 
ing;  (2)  use  of  water  power  and  steam  power  for  running  the 
machines.  In  the  nineteenth  century  these  new  methods  were 
adopted  in  other  industries,  first  in  England,  and  then  in  other 
countries.  The  transformation  of  industry  was  slow  at  first  but 
was  accelerated  after  the  middle  of  the  century.  Innumerable 
machines  were  invented  for  every  sort  of  manufacturing  process. 
The  steam  engine  was  supplemented  by  the  electric  dynamo  and 
the  gas  engine.  The  use  of  steam  power  created  an  enormous 
demand  for  iron  and  coal  and  therefore  encouraged  mining.  Be- 
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Paul  Wolff,  Frankfurt 

Distilling  Oil  in  a  German  Refinery 
Relatively  few  men  are  needed  to  attend  these  huge  vats  in  which  machine 
oil  is  distilled.  The  use  of  oil  and  gasoline  products  for  automobiles  and 
engines  has  given  rise  to  a  scramble  for  possession  or  control  of  oil  fields  in 

all  parts  of  the  world. 

sides,  the  increased  use  of  machines  created  a  demand  for 
machines  to  make  machines.  For  example,  a  modern  automobile 
is  a  machine  which  people  use.  But  before  this  machine  can  be 
assembled,  the  parts  have  to  be  made,  and  many  machines  are 
necessary  to  make  the  parts.  Thus  machines  breed  machines  and 
industries  breed  industries,  so  that  much  of  modern  industry  is 
devoted,  not  to  making  things  people  consume  directly,  but  to 
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making  the  machines  that  make  machines  that  make  the  things 
they  consume.  The  story  of  modern  industry  is  like  the  story  of 
the  “House  that  Jack  Built.” 

Now  anyone  can  see  how  machines  produce  wealth  (that  is, 
make  things  people  want)  more  rapidly  than  hand  labor  can. 
Machines  are  stronger  than  men.  Since  they  do  not  tire,  they  can 
work  night  and  day;  and  as  they  are  perfected  they  become  more 
automatic,  so  that  one  man  can  supervise  many  machines.  In 
1913  the  machines  of  Great  Britain  made  several  billion  yards  of 
cotton  cloth  for  export  alone.  The  total  population  of  Great 
Britain,  working  by  the  methods  of  1750,  could  have  made  only  a 
fraction  of  that  amount. 

That  machines  increase  the  numbers  of  things  produced  is 
obvious— so  obvious  that  we  are  likely  to  exaggerate  their  capacity 
to  increase  real  wealth.  There  are  no  very  reliable  statistics  as  to 
the  increase  in  wealth  during  the  last  hundred  years.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  in  1800  the  wealth  of  Great  Britain,  if  equally  divided 
among  all  the  inhabitants,  would  have  given  to  each  person  $700; 
in  1885  the  total  wealth  so  divided  would  have  given  each  person 
$2075,  and  there  were  more  than  twice  as  many  persons.  But  in 
1885  a  dollar  would  buy  much  less  than  in  1800,  so  that  the  real 
increase  was  not  so  great  as  the  apparent  increase.  The  total 
wealth  of  the  United  States  in  1912  was  placed  at  186  billion  dol¬ 
lars;  in  1922  at  320  billion.  This  was  an  increase  of  72  per  cent 
in  dollars.  But  the  population  had  meantime  grown,  so  that  the 
increase  for  each  person  was  only  50  per  cent.  Besides,  the  value 
of  the  dollar  in  1922  was  little  more  than  half  what  it  was  in  1912. 
Thus  the  increase  in  real  wealth  between  1912  and  1922  was  just 
about  nothing. 

Nevertheless,  with  all  these  allowances  made,  it  is  still  true  that 
the  use  of  power-driven  machinery  in  industry  has  resulted  in  a 
great  increase  in  the  production  of  wealth.  Not  only  are  more 
people  enabled  to  live;  on  the  whole  they  are  enabled  to  live  more 
comfortably  and  to  enjoy  more  amusement  and  relaxation.  And 
if  the  increased  wealth  were  distributed  more  evenly  among  the 
people,  this  would  be  even  truer  than  it  is. 
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Steel  Mills,  Sheffield,  England 

Famous  the  world  over  for  its  steel  and  cutlery,  Sheffield  has  grown  from  a 
small  town  to  a  city  of  nearly  half  a  million.  The  smoke  from  the  mills 
makes  it  difficult  to  obtain  a  clear  photograph. 

II.  Why  More  People  Live  in  Cities  and  People  Depend 

More  on  Each  Other 

How  science  and  invention  have  crowded  people  together  in  cities. 

Although  more  people  have  been  enabled  to  live,  they  have  found 
it  necessary,  in  order  to  do  so,  to  crowd  together  in  cities.  This 
also  is  one  of  the  results  of  science  and  invention  and  of  the 
revolution  in  industry  which  science  and  invention  have  brought 
about. 

In  the  eighteenth  century  any  farmer’s  wife  could  spin  cotton 
thread,  or  set  up  a  hand  loom  for  weaving  in  her  spare  moments. 
But  the  new  power-driven  machines  were  cumbersome  and  expen¬ 
sive.  The  result  was  that  in  the  nineteenth  century  industries 
came  to  be  carried  on  in  great  factories,  under  one  management 
employing  great  armies  of  laborers;  and  the  factories  were  located 
in  cities,  or  else  cities  grew  up  where  the  industries  were  located. 
The  cloth  and  iron  industries  of  England,  located  near  the  sup- 
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plies  of  coal,  built  up  the  cities  of  Manchester  and  Birmingham. 
An  example  nearer  home  is  the  city  of  Akron,  Ohio.  In  1890  the 
population  of  Akron  was  27,000;  in  1935  it  was  nearly  270,000. 
The  explanation  of  this  rapid  growth  is  the  fact  that  most  of  the 
automobile  tires  in  the  United  States  are  manufactured  in  Akron. 
Industries  enlarge  cities,  of  course,  because  they  employ  hundreds 
and  thousands  of  laborers.  The  presence  of  laborers  creates  a 
demand  for  more  grocers,  butchers,  lawyers,  doctors,  druggists, 
actors,  street-car  conductors,  school  teachers,  ministers,  bankers, 
and  the  like. 

Thus,  the  revolution  in  industry  has  led  to  one  of  the  striking 
facts  of  the  last  hundred  years— the  enormous  growth  of  cities.  In 
the  eighteenth  century  London  had  a  population  of  only  about 
500,000.  Today  London  has  a  population  of  over  7,000,000.  In 
the  eighteenth  century  there  was  no  country  in  which  a  majority 
of  the  people  lived  in  cities.  Today  there  is  scarcely  a  country  in 
which  the  majority  of  the  people  do  not  live  in  cities.  In  England 
three  fourths  of  the  people  live  in  cities.  Even  in  a  great  agri¬ 
cultural  country  like  the  United  States  less  than  half  the  people 
live  in  the  country.  Why  is  it  possible  for  so  many  more  people 
to  live  in  cities  today  than  could  have  done  so  in  the  eighteenth 
century?  Once  more  the  answer  is:  science  and  invention. 

How  science  and  invention  are  making  people  throughout  the 
world  more  dependent  on  each  other.  The  millions  of  people 
crowded  together  in  cities  are  of  course  supported  by  the  industries 
established  in  the  cities.  A  stranger  driving  into  Akron  for  the 
first  time  might  naturally  remark,  “Well,  this  is  quite  a  city. 
What  are  the  industries  that  support  it?”  The  answer  would  be: 
“Rubber.”  But  the  workers  of  Akron  cannot  eat  rubber  tires, 
nor  can  the  mechanics  of  Detroit  clothe  themselves  in  Ford  cars. 
Things  made  in  cities  have  to  be  sold  outside,  while  food,  raw 
materials,  and  other  necessities  have  to  be  brought  in  from  outside. 
Now  the  larger  the  industry,  the  farther  afield  the  manufacturer 
has  to  go  to  obtain  raw  materials  and  to  find  markets  for  his  fin¬ 
ished  product;  the  larger  the  city  the  farther  afield  it  is  necessary 
to  go  to  obtain  food  and  other  necessities  for  the  people. 
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A  Crowded  Street  in  Birmingham 

Corporation  Street  at  midday  is  thronged  with  people.  In  this  great  industrial 

city  live  about  one  million  people. 


How  far  afield  can  the  manufacturer  go  for  markets  and  raw 
material?  How  far  can  a  city  go  for  food  and  necessities?  This 
depends  on  the  means  of  transportation  and  communication. 
The  means  of  transportation  and  communication  have  been  revo¬ 
lutionized  in  a  century  by  the  use  of  steam,  gas  engines,  and 
electricity.  In  1830  it  was  thought  marvelous  to  be  able  to  take  a 
stagecoach  from  London  and  arrive  at  Edinburgh,  four  hundred 
miles  distant,  in  forty  hours.  Already  (1825)  George  Stephenson 
had  built  a  steam  engine  capable  of  carrying  passengers  and  freight; 
but  unfortunately  its  smokestack  got  red  before  it  reached  its  max¬ 
imum  speed  of  eight  miles  per  hour.  Improvements  made  his 
engine  a  “going  concern”  by  1830;  yet  as  late  as  1870  there  were 
no  more  than  15,000  miles  of  railroads  in  Great  Britain.  In  1807 
Robert  Fulton  managed  to  run  a  steamboat  on  the  Hudson  River; 
in  1838  four  steamships  crossed  the  Atlantic;  but  not  until  after 
1860  did  sailing  ships  cease  to  be  the  chief  carriers.  At  the 
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First  Engine  Used  on  a  German  Railway 


beginning  of  the  twentieth  century  automobiles  were  still  novelties. 
They  were  called  '‘horseless  carriages” — and  looked  the  part.  In 
1836  S.  F.  B.  Morse  succeeded  in  sending  a  message  by  electric 
telegraph;  in  1851  the  first  cable  was  laid  between  England  and 
France;  in  1866  the  first  permanent  cable  was  laid  between 
England  and  the  United  States.  The  first  telephone  message  was 
heard  in  1876;  the  first  Marconi  wireless  message  in  1896.  We 
should  not  pay  too  much  attention  to  the  early  dates  of  some  of 
these  inventions;  the  principal  fact  is  that  modern  methods  of 
communication  and  transportation,  in  anything  like  their  present 
efficiency,  have  been  in  use  no  more  than  fifty  years.  It  is  also 
during  the  last  fifty  years  that  modern  industries  and  modern 
cities,  in  anything  like  their  present  size,  have  been  built  up. 

Now  there  are  two  important  points  to  be  noted.  The  first  is 
this.  Our  giant  industries  are  possible  because  the  railroad,  the 
steamship,  and  the  telegraph  enable  the  manufacturer  to  go  as  far 
afield  as  he  likes — throughout  the  world,  in  fact — for  markets  and 
raw  materials.  Our  enormous  cities  are  possible  for  a  similar  rea¬ 
son— because  supplies  of  food  and  necessities  can  be  rapidly 
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The  Orient  Express,  Istanbul  to  Paris 

At  nine  every  evening  the  Orient  Express  leaves  Istanbul,  passing  through 
Turkey,  Bulgaria,  Yugoslavia,  Italy,  Switzerland,  and  France  on  its  way  to 
Paris,  carrying  people  of  every  nationality. 

brought  in  from  every  part  of  the  world.  In  other  words,  one 
important  result  of  great  industrial  cities  and  rapid  means  of  trans¬ 
portation  is  that  the  area  of  exchanges  tends  to  become  world  wide. 
The  second  point  is  that  this  widening  of  the  area  of  exchanges 
tends  to  draw  the  world  together  by  making  the  people  in  different 
communities  more  dependent  on  each  other.  These  two  points 
may  be  illustrated  by  two  examples. 

In  1903  Henry  Ford  formed  a  company  to  make  a  cheap  auto¬ 
mobile.  To  do  this,  it  was  essential  to  use  machine  labor  in  place 
of  hand  labor  wherever  possible.  Mr.  Ford  had  therefore  to  invest 
millions  of  dollars  in  elaborate  and  expensive  machines  to  make 
his  cheap  Ford  cars.  In  order  to  sell  his  car  cheaply  and  at  the 
same  time  make  a  profit  on  his  investment,  it  was  necessary  to 
make  and  sell  an  enormous  number  of  cars.  In  1937  he  made  and 
sold  more  than  a  million  and  a  quarter  cars  and  trucks.  So  many 
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cars  could  not  be  sold  in  Detroit,  or  even  in  Michigan.  To 
market  his  cars  Mr.  Ford  had  to  go  farther  afield  than  that;  he 
had  to  go  into  every  community  in  the  United  States  and  even 
into  foreign  countries.  To  attract  people’s  attention  to  his  cars 
it  was  necessary  to  advertise  them.  To  distribute  them,  the  serv¬ 
ices  of  railroads  and  steamships  were  essential.  To  sell  them, 
agents  had  to  be  established  in  every  town  in  the  country,  and 
rapid  communication  maintained  between  the  agents  and  Mr. 
Ford.  It  is  easy  to  see  that  without  railroads  and  the  telegraph 
Mr.  Ford  could  not  have  distributed  and  sold  so  many  cars  in  one 
year. 

It  is  also  easy  to  see  how  the  actual  process  of  distributing  and 
selling  so  many  cars  made  a  great  many  people  in  all  parts  of  the 
world  more  dependent  on  each  other.  Who  were  these  people? 
We  can  enumerate  some  of  them:  Mr.  Ford  and  the  laborers  who 
worked  for  him;  newspapers  seeking  news;  advertising  agencies 
seeking  customers;  railroad  companies  and  their  stockholders  seek¬ 
ing  profits  from  freight;  local  dealers  making  a  living  selling  Ford 
cars;  mechanics  and  farmers  and  clerks  and  professors  needing 
cheap  cars;  producers  of  oil  and  rubber  throughout  the  world; 
manufacturers  of  rubber  tires  in  Akron;  men  and  women  in 
obscure  villages  and  along  the  highways  adding  a  few  dollars  to 
their  income  by  setting  up  gas  pumps  and  hot-dog  stands.  All 
of  these  and  many  others  were  drawn  together,  were  made  in 
some  measure  more  dependent  on  each  other,  because  they  gained 
or  lost  with  the  rise  or  fall  in  prestige  of  the  most  famous,  the 
most  used,  and  the  most  derided  vehicle  that  ever  bumped  over 
country  roads — the  little  old  “Tin  Lizzy.” 

The  example  of  the  Ford  cars  shows  how  large-scale  manufac¬ 
turing  and  rapid  transportation  make  people  within  the  same 
country  more  dependent  on  each  other.  Another  example  will 
show  how  large-scale  manufacturing  and  rapid  transportation  make 
the  people  of  different  countries  dependent  on  each  other. 

In  the  eighteenth  century  the  people  of  England  could  have 
lived  very  well  on  what  was  raised  and  made  in  England.  It  is 
true  that  there  was  considerable  commerce  with  the  outside  world. 
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But  in  1750  the  entire  export  shipping  from  all  British  ports  was 
only  600,000  tons.  If  England  had  suddenly  been  cut  off  entirely 
from  the  outside  world,  many  people  would  have  suffered  tempor¬ 
ary  distress;  but  the  mass  of  the  people  would  have  managed  well 
enough. 

How  different  is  the  situation  today,  when  three  fourths  of  the 
people  are  crowded  together  in  cities  and  live  by  industry  and 
commerce!  If  the  British  Isles  were  effectively  blockaded  today, 
millions  of  people  would  have  no  choice  but  to  migrate  or  starve 
—and  that  within  a  very  short  time.  The  reason  is,  of  course, 
that  the  people  of  England  raise  less  food  than  they  need  and 
make  more  things  than  they  can  use.  The  excess  of  coal,  cloth, 
ironware,  and  other  products  must  therefore  be  sold  abroad  in 
exchange  for  food  and  other  necessities.  In  1926  there  was  im¬ 
ported  into  England  food  valued  at  more  than  $2,500,000,000  and 
raw  materials  valued  at  nearly  $2,000,000,000.  In  the  same  year 
commodities  were  exported  to  the  value  of  about  $3,750,000,000. 
Where  does  England  sell  her  manufactured  commodities?  Where 
does  she  buy  her  food  and  raw  materials?  The  answer  is:  Every¬ 
where.  In  the  Statesman’s  Year  Book  you  may  see  a  list  of  the 
countries  trading  with  Great  Britain.  Practically  every  country  in 
Europe,  Asia,  and  America  exchanges  its  own  products  for  British 
products. 

Thus  England  is  no  longer  a  self-sufficing  country.  Through 
industry  and  commerce  she  is  linked  to  every  country  in  the 
world;  and  to  that  extent  her  people  are  dependent  on  the  people 
of  every  country  in  the  world.  Even  a  slight  disturbance  in  this 
intricate  network  of  relations  results  in  suffering.  England  is  an 
extreme  example.  But  what  is  true  of  England  is  true  in  lesser 
degree  of  other  countries.  The  application  of  power-driven  ma¬ 
chinery  to  manufacturers  and  to  transportation  is  drawing  the 
whole  world  together  in  a  complicated  network  of  exchanges  which 
makes  the  people  of  each  country  more  and  more  dependent  on 
the  people  of  every  other  country. 

These  are  some  of  the  ways  in  which  science  and  invention  have 
given  men  control  over  things.  But  by  giving  men  control  over 
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Laying  the  First  Cable  between  England  and  Holland 
From  the  Illustrated  London  News ,  June,  1853.  “The  King  of  Holland's 
speech  at  the  opening  of  the  States  General  at  the  Hague,  was  transmitted  .  . 
to  London  .  .  being  the  first  public  intelligence  dispatched  by  the  new  route." 

things,  they  have  also  given  things  control  over  men.  Let  us  see 
how  this  comes  about. 

III.  How  Machines  Rule  Men,  and  How  the  Wealth  They 
Create  Brings  New  Conflicts 
How  the  machines  we  have  mastered  make  us  work  for  them  in 
their  own  way.  Many  years  ago  Emerson  said:  “Things  are  in  the 
saddle  and  ride  mankind/'  The  things  which  are  in  the  saddle 
are  chiefly  machines.  The  reason  for  this  is  the  very  simple  one 
that  we  care  for  machines,  whereas  machines  care  nothing  for  us. 
They  will  work  for  us  only  in  their  own  way,  and  even  in  that  way 
only  if  we  pay  strict  attention  to  them.  The  result  is  that  we 
have  to  adjust  our  habits  of  work  to  theirs. 

For  example,  machines  don't  care  where  they  live;  but  they 
often  work  best  in  unlovely  places,  or  else  they  make  the  places 
where  they  work  unlovely;  and  so  men  have  to  live  in  those  unat¬ 
tractive  places.  Professor  J.  M.  Clark  has  put  this  fact  very  well: 

Ride  through  the  industrial  district  stretching  from  South 
Chicago  to  Gary,  and  as  you  view  the  expanse  of  ugly  flats  and 
barrens,  ask  yourself.  Is  this  a  place  men  would  choose  to  live  in? 
Certainly  not,  if  they  were  free  to  move  out  to  those  blue, 
wooded  hills  beckoning  in  the  distance.  These  people  never 
wanted  to  live  here.  But  the  machines  did,  and  that  settled  it.1 
1  Yale  Review,  Oct.  1922.  Copyright  by  the  Yale  University  Press. 
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Not  only  are  the  machines  willing  to  live  anywhere— they  don’t 
care  how  long  they  work.  They  never  demanded  an  eight-hour 
day,  with  time-and-a-half  for  overtime.  On  the  contrary,  they  say 
in  effect:  “The  harder  you  work  us  the  better  we  will  pay  you. 
If  you  want  the  maximum  of  service  from  us  you  must  be  here 
attending  to  us  twenty-four  hours  a  day.” 

Therefore,  the  owner  of  a  blast  furnace  says  to  the  laborer  seek¬ 
ing  a  job:  “I  can  give  you  a  job  if  you  will  work  nights  and  sleep 
daytimes.”  The  laborer  would  much  prefer  to  work  daytimes.  The 
owner  would  just  as  soon  have  him  work  daytimes.  But  the  blast 
furnace  says:  “Someone  has  to  work  nights  if  I  am  to  serve  you  best.” 
So  the  owner  and  the  laborer,  one  seeking  profits,  the  other  seek¬ 
ing  wages,  both  submit  to  the  inexorable  decree  of  the  machine. 

The  machine  determines  not  only  where  and  when  the  laborer 
shall  work  but  how  he  shall  work.  A  hundred  years  ago  the  village 
shoemaker  was  a  familiar  figure.  With  a  few  tools  he  made  shoes 
to  order,  taking  the  measure,  cutting  the  leather,  punching  the 
holes,  waxing  the  thread,  and  stitching  the  seams.  He  was  some¬ 
thing  of  an  artist,  proud  of  his  skill  in  design  and  execution;  an 
independent  man,  working  when  and  how  he  pleased;  and  some¬ 
thing  of  a  philosopher,  discussing  the  state  of  the  nation  with 
customers  or  cronies.  But  with  the  coming  of  the  machine  the 
village  shoemaker  disappeared.  He  could  not  compete  with  the 
machines,  and  he  was  too  poor  to  own  them.  So  he  went,  hat  in 
hand,  to  the  machine.  To  the  machine  he  said:  “I  am  a  skilled 
shoemaker.  I  want  a  job  making  shoes.” 

But  the  machine  replied  somewhat  as  follows:  “I  have  no  use 
for  shoemakers.  I  make  the  shoes  myself  much  faster  than  you 
can.  I  want  someone  to  run  me.  To  do  that  effectively  you  must 
cease  to  be  an  artist  and  a  philosopher  and  become  a  kind  of 
machine  yourself.”  So  the  poor  fellow  stands  or  sits  in  front  of 
the  machine,  performing  a  single  simple  operation  which  consists 
of  pulling  a  lever,  slipping  a  piece  of  leather  into  the  machine, 
pushing  a  lever,  and  taking  the  leather  out  of  the  machine.  The 
shoemaker  has  ceased  to  be  an  artist  in  shoes;  he  has  become  a 
laborer— that  is  to  say,  an  animated  cog  in  the  machine  process. 


Torket'  Korling 


A  Major  Industry  in  the  United  States 

The  production  of  iron  and  steel  is  a  basic  industry  in  this  land  of  machines. 
The  iron  and  steel  works  in  the  city  of  Youngstown,  Ohio,  in  which  this  plant 
is  located,  use  every  year  more  than  8,500,000  tons  of  iron  ore  from  the 
region  of  Lake  Superior.  Piles  of  coal  and  ore  are  seen  here. 
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How  the  machines  we  have  mastered  make  us  do  more  things  in  a 
more  uniform  way.  Machines  enslave,  not  the  laborer  merely,  but 
all  of  us.  We  scarcely  realize  how  they  insensibly  shape  all  our  ac¬ 
tivities.  It  is  probably  a  mistake  to  think  that  machines,  being  in¬ 
different,  haven’t  a  sense  of  humor.  That  is  only  because  they 
order  us  about  without  words.  If  machines  could  speak,  they  might 
very  well  say  something  like  this:  “We  save  you  much  time  and 
effort  and  so  provide  you  with  immense  leisure  to  do  as  you  like; 
in  return  for  this  boon  we  require  only  that  you  shall  do  more 
things,  do  them  more  quickly,  and  do  them  as  far  as  possible  in 
the  same  way.”  This  is  the  great  practical  joke  machines  have 
played  on  us. 

Though  we  have  infinitely  more  time-saving  machines  than 
people  had  fifty  years  ago,  we  seem  always  more  rushed  for  time 
than  people  were  fifty  years  ago.  How  can  this  be?  Take  a 
simple  example.  If  a  business  man  living  in  Buffalo  needs  to  go  to 
New  York,  the  automobile  or  the  railroad  enable  him  to  go  there 
in  less  time  than  he  could  have  gone  by  earlier  means  of  travel. 
But  a  hundred  years  ago  a  business  man  in  Buffalo  would  neither 
have  needed  nor  have  expected  to  go  to  New  York  very  often. 
Today  his  business  interests  are  likely  to  extend  throughout  the 
United  States,  and  even  into  foreign  countries.  He  may  therefore 
need  to  go  to  New  York  once  a  month,  or  once  a  week.  The 
point  is  that  machines,  in  saving  us  time  in  going  to  distant  places, 
create  the  need  or  the  desire  to  go  to  distant  places  more  fre¬ 
quently. 

Besides  requiring  us  to  do  more  things,  machines  rather  insist 
on  our  doing  them  more  or  less  in  the  same  way.  The  machine 
itself  has  no  use  for  eccentric  parts.  A  temperamental  brake-band 
which  takes  a  notion  to  expand  when  the  other  three  brake-bands 
contract  is  a  nuisance  to  be  discarded.  The  machine  feels  the 
same  way  about  eccentric  individuals.  The  old-fashioned  shoe¬ 
maker  could  go  his  own  gait— begin  work  when  he  pleased,  work 
slowly  or  rapidly,  and  lay  off  when  he  felt  like  it.  But  in  a 
modern  factory  the  individual  is  an  essential  part  of  the  machine 
process.  Like  the  brake-band,  he  must  do  as  his  fellowworkers 
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do— begin  on  time,  work  with  a  certain  speed,  and  quit  at  a  given 
moment.  The  eccentric  laborer  is  as  much  a  nuisance  as  the 
temperamental  brake-band. 

Not  in  factories  only,  but  in  the  ordinary  relations  of  life,  the 
machine  urges  us  to  acquire  more  uniform  habits.  The  more  we 
are  crowded  together  into  cities,  the  more  we  use  machines  for 
business  or  pleasure,  the  more  need  there  is  for  uniformity  of 
action.  The  simplest  example  of  this  is  to  be  seen  on  any  city 
street.  Fifty  years  ago  there  was  but  one  rule  of  the  road;  “Keep 
to  the  right.' ”  Today  the  regulation  of  traffic  is  a  serious  problem. 
Stand  on  any  crowded  avenue  of  a  great  city.  Solid  masses  of 
people  and  vehicles  are  moving  up  the  avenue.  All  watch  the 
lights.  The  red  light  comes  on,  and  everyone  stops.  The  green 
comes  on,  and  everyone  moves  forward.  The  jay-walker  is  a 
nuisance,  to  be  arrested— or  taken  to  the  hospital. 

How  the  coming  of  the  machines  brought  about  new  conflicts  both 
within  and  between  nations.  In  this  chapter  we  have  described 
ways  in  which  science  and  invention  have  changed  conditions  of 
life.  Scientific  knowledge  has  enabled  more  people  to  live  on  the 
earth  and  has  made  them  more  secure  against  death  and  disease. 
The  machines  which  science  has  made  possible  have  greatly  in¬ 
creased  the  wealth  in  the  world,  enabling  the  majority  of  people 
to  have  conveniences  and  comforts  which  their  grandfathers  knew 
nothing  of.  Most  people  are  freer  today  than  formerly  to  move 
about,  to  see  new  places,  and  to  relieve  the  monotony  of  life  by 
amusements  and  relaxations.  Every  week,  by  means  of  the  screen 
and  the  printed  page  and  the  radio,  there  is  laid  before  them  a 
transcript  and  a  picture  of  the  wide  world  and  its  doings;  so  that 
they  may,  even  if  they  do  not,  emancipate  themselves  in  some 
measure  from  ignorance  and  provincialism,  and  in  some  measure 
become  acquainted  with  the  common  experience  of  mankind. 

This  is  much.  But  one  might  reasonably  have  expected  that 
science  and  invention  would  do  more  for  the  world  than  this. 
Since  we  have  unprecedented  power  to  make  things,  to  find  out 
where  and  when  they  are  needed,  and  to  transport  them  to  the 
people  who  want  them,  one  might  suppose  that  everyone  would 
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have  enough  and  be  content.  Since  people  throughout  the  world 
know  each  other  so  much  better  than  formerly  and  are  so  much 
more  dependent  on  each  other  for  the  things  they  need,  one  might 
suppose  that  suspicion  and  conflict  would  largely  have  disappeared. 
But  unfortunately  we  all  seem  to  be  quite  as  discontented  as  ever 
and  quite  as  much  given  to  suspicion  and  conflict. 

Perhaps  the  reason  is  that  our  knowledge  and  power  have  not 
been  properly  applied.  Neither  knowledge  nor  power  is  equally 
distributed.  Some  individuals,  classes,  and  nations  have  control 
of  things  that  other  individuals,  classes,  and  nations  need  or  desire. 
This,  of  course,  has  always  been  the  case.  But  the  power  that 
arises  from  the  possession  of  things  is  greater  now  than  formerly. 
Therefore  the  individuals,  classes,  and  nations  that  own  and  con¬ 
trol  machines  have  an  unprecedented  power  over  the  lives  and 
fortunes  of  the  masses  of  people  throughout  the  world  who  need 
the  things  which  machines  make  and  distribute. 

Thus  it  happened  that  the  coming  of  machines,  and  the  Indus¬ 
trial  Revolution  which  they  brought  with  them,  gave  rise  to  new 
conflicts.  From  1815  until  the  close  of  the  Franco-Prussian  War 
(1871)  the  great  conflict  within  each  country  had  been  mainly 
political— concerned  chiefly  with  the  form  of  government.  But 
during  the  last  quarter  of  the  nineteenth  century  the  great  conflict 
within  each  of  the  industrialized  countries  became  mainly  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social— concerned  with  the  rival  interests  of  capital  and 
labor,  with  labor  unions  and  strikes,  and  with  the  advantages  or 
dangers  of  socialism  and  of  socialistic  legislation  in  behalf  of  the 
poor.  In  short,  after  1871  the  dispute  over  political  democracy 
was  largely  replaced  by  the  dispute  over  social  and  economic 
democracy. 

Likewise,  the  conflict  between  nations  changed  its  character. 
From  1815  until  after  the  Franco-Prussian  War  international 
disputes  had  been  concerned  largely  with  political  questions— the 
repression  of  liberal  or  democratic  revolutionary  movements  and 
the  establishment  of  national  independence  or  unity.  After  the 
Franco-Prussian  War  international  disputes  were  concerned  more 
with  economic  questions— with  the  exploitation  of  “backward 
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The  Port  of  Marseille 

Ships  from  all  countries  dock  at  this  busy  Mediterranean  port,  bringing  goods 
of  all  kinds  and  increasing  the  interdependence  of  one  country  on  another. 

countries,”  the  control  of  raw  materials,  and  the  opening  up  of 
new  markets  throughout  the  world. 

These  new  conflicts  we  shall  have  to  study  in  the  following 
chapters.  First  of  all  we  must  see  how  the  coming  of  machines, 
by  separating  the  men  who  owned  the  machines  from  those  who 
worked  them,  led  to  conflict  between  capital  and  labor,  and  how 
this  in  turn  gave  rise  to  modern  socialism  and  to  social  reform. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  How  long  has  man  been  a  tool-using  animal?  What  were 
some  of  the  earliest  tools?  Why  are  these  the  most  important 
of  all  tools?  How  far  could  civilization  have  developed  with¬ 
out  fire?  without  domesticated  animals? 

2.  What  new  idea  of  nature  became  current  in  the  seventeenth 
and  eighteenth  centuries?  How  did  this  new  idea  lead  to  the 
development  of  modern  science?  How  does  modern  science 
make  possible  the  rapid  increase  of  inventions? 
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3.  How  much  has  the  population  of  Europe  increased  in  the  last 
150  years?  What  has  made  this  great  increase  possible? 

4.  How  has  modern  science  helped  to  increase  the  food  supply? 

5.  How  does  every  invention  lead  to  further  inventions?  How 
do  machines  breed  machines?  What  do  you  consider  the 
most  important  inventions  or  discoveries  of  the  last  two 
centuries? 

6.  What,  if  any,  inventions  or  discoveries  of  great  importance 
have  been  made  within  your  memory? 

7.  How  do  you  explain  the  great  growth  of  cities  in  the  last  cen¬ 
tury?  Why  would  such  large  cities  have  been  impossible  in 
the  eighteenth  century?  What  would  happen  to  Ford’s  plant 
at  Detroit  if  all  railroads  were  out  of  commission  for  two  years? 

8.  How  do  machines  determine  the  conditions  under  which  men 
have  to  work  and  live? 

9.  Since  we  have  so  many  machines  to  work  for  us,  why  do  we 
not  have  more  time  and  leisure?  How  do  machines  make  it 
necessary  for  people  to  act  more  alike?  To  think  more  alike? 

10.  Make  a  list  (1)  of  the  ways  in  which  machines  have  made 
life  harder  and  less  satisfactory  for  the  average  person  than  it 
used  to  be;  (2)  of  the  ways  in  which  machines  have  made  life 
better  and  more  satisfactory. 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 


1.  Vocabulary  test: 
political  animal 
artificial  tool 
systematic  knowledge 
inferiority  complex 
bacteriology 
antiseptic  surgery 


anthrax 

antitoxin 

dynamo 

automatic 

power-driven 


area  of  exchanges 
stockholder 
eccentric 
unprecedented 
raw  materials 
Industrial  Revolution 


relaxation 

2.  Suppose  a  few  American  families  were  shipwrecked  on  a 
tropical  or  semi-tropical  island  without  anything  except  what 
they  would  be  likely  to  have  with  them.  Describe  in  some 
detail  the  “civilization”  they  might  create. 

3.  Make  a  list  of  things  made  possible  by  science  and  machines 
which  you  use  every  day,  but  which  your  parents  did  not 
have  when  they  were  your  age. 
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4.  Special  reports.  Look  up  the  story  of  an  important  scientific 
discovery  or  an  important  invention.  Be  prepared  to  report 
on  how  it  has  been  developed  and  made  useful;  how  it  has 
saved  lives,  increased  trade,  or  increased  wealth;  and  how  it 
has  changed  the  work  and  life  of  many  people. 

5.  Write  a  brief  statement  (from  300  to  500  words)  of  ways 
in  which  machines  have  helped  to  make  the  people  of  the 
United  States  a  united  and  democratic  nation. 
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THE  INDUSTRIAL  REVOLUTION 

HOW  IT  GAVE  RISE  TO  MODERN  SOCIALISM  AND  THE 

CONFLICT  OVER  SOCIAL  REFORM,  1871  —  1914 


One  fact  is  common  to  all  past  ages ,  namely,  the  exploita¬ 
tion  of  one  part  of  society  by  another.  Karl  Marx 


By  1871,  as  we  have  seen,  most  countries  had  adopted  some 
form  of  democratic  government.  According  to  the  great  prophets 
of  democracy,  such  as  Mazzini,  the  establishment  of  democratic 
government  should  have  been  followed  by  increasing  peace  and 
harmony.  It  did  not  turn  out  so.  On  the  contrary,  the  period 
from  1871  to  1914  was  one  of  increasing  stress  and  conflict.  But 
the  conflicts  were  now  less  political  than  economic  and  social , 
less  concerned  with  the  form  of  government  than  with  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  wealth.  These  new  conflicts  were  the  result  of  the 
industrial  revolution  described  in  the  last  chapter.  In  every 
country  in  which  the  industrial  revolution  occurred  there  arose 
a  persistent  conflict  between  labor  and  capital— between  employers 
and  industrial  workers,  the  men  who  owned  the  industrial  ma¬ 
chines  and  the  men  who  worked  them.  In  this  chapter  we  shall 
see  why  there  was  a  conflict  of  interest  between  labor  and  capital, 
what  methods  the  laborers  used  to  defend  their  interests,  and  how 
the  “labor  problem”  gave  rise  to  modern  socialism  and  the  move¬ 
ment  for  social  reform. 

I.  Conflict  between  Labor  and  Capital:  Labor  Organizes 

How  the  machines  elbowed  their  way  in  between  employers  and 
laborers  and  gave  them  conflicting  interests  to  quarrel  about. 

Before  the  coming  of  machines,  under  the  guild  system  of  indus- 
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Early  Iron- Working  Factory  near  Bristol,  1854 


try  (see  page  241),  there  was  little  difference  between  employer 
and  laborer.  Ordinarily  the  master  workman  of  a  guild  had  a 
little  shop  on  the  ground  floor  of  his  house,  with  living  rooms 
above.  In  his  shop  he  worked  at  his  trade  of  making— let  us  say, 
hats.  He  provided  the  tools  and  the  raw  material  and  sold  the 
finished  product  over  the  counter.  He  was  therefore  capitalist, 
laborer,  and  merchant,  all  in  one.  To  help  him  he  might  employ 
a  journeyman  or  two,  and  several  apprentices,  paying  the  journey¬ 
man  wages  and  giving  the  apprentice  board  and  lodging.  These 
men  were  laborers  only,  the  master  being  their  employer.  There 
was  no  sharp  distinction  between  employer  and  laborer.  All 
worked  side  by  side,  ate  very  likely  at  the  same  table,  and  lived  in 
the  same  house. 

With  the  introduction  of  power-driven  machinery  the  guild 
system  of  industry  disappeared  and  the  “factory  system’''  took  its 
place.  To  build  a  factory  and  install  expensive  machines  much 
money  was  required.  The  capitalist  who  furnished  the  money 
therefore  owned  the  factory  and  the  machines,  provided  the  raw 
material,  and  sold  the  finished  product.  To  run  the  machines 
many  laborers  were  required.  These  the  capitalist  or  “manager” 
employed,  paying  them  wages.  The  capitalist  did  not  work  with 
his  laborers;  still  less  did  he  live  with  them.  Both  capitalist  and 
laborer  were  connected  with  the  industry,  but  their  interests  in  it 
were  different  and  seemingly  conflicting.  The  capitalist  was 
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directly  interested  in  the  factory  and  the  machines,  in  selling  the 
finished  product  at  as  high  a  price  as  possible,  and  in  paying  as  low 
wages  as  possible.  The  laborers,  on  the  other  hand,  were  directly 
interested  in  only  one  thing— wages.  They  desired  to  get  the 
highest  wages  possible  for  the  least  work. 

In  this  conflict  the  capitalist-employer  usually  had  a  great  ad¬ 
vantage,  because  there  were  usually  more  workers  than  jobs.  But 
in  any  case,  however  high  wages  might  be,  the  lion’s  share  of  the 
enormous  increase  in  the  production  of  wealth  went  to  the  em¬ 
ployer  class.  The  reason  is  that  the  machines,  which  were  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  great  increase  of  wealth,  were  owned  by  the  capitalist. 
The  profits  created  by  the  machines  therefore  went  to  the  capi¬ 
talist-employer  and  were  used  by  him  to  install  more  or  better 
machines,  which  in  turn  created  more  profits  for  the  capitalist- 
employer.  Thus  it  happened  that  the  machines  elbowed  their 
way  in  between  employer  and  laborer,  separated  them  into  two 
distinct  classes,  and  turned  the  major  part  of  the  wealth  they 
created  over  to  the  employer,  leaving  the  laborer  to  get  on  with 
such  wages  as  the  employer  could  be  forced  to  give  him. 

How  the  laborers  obtained  two  weapons  with  which  to  defend 
their  interests — the  right  to  vote  and  the  right  to  strike.  In  the 
early  and  middle  years  of  the  nineteenth  century  workers  were 
relatively  helpless.  They  were  neither  numerous  nor  well  organ¬ 
ized.  Many  people,  such  as  Mazzini,  thought  that  if  workers  had 
the  right  to  vote  for  their  rulers  they  could  get  better  conditions. 
Therefore,  in  the  revolutions  of  1830  and  1848  the  workers  in 
every  country  followed  the  radical  leaders  who  were  in  favor  of 
giving  all  men,  rich  and  poor  alike,  the  right  to  vote.  In  none 
of  these  revolutions,  did  the  mass  of  workers  obtain  the  right  to 
vote.  But  at  last,  during  the  years  1859  to  1884,  some  form  of 
democratic  government  was  established  in  most  countries  of  west¬ 
ern  Europe.  Thus  we  may  say  that  in  the  last  quarter  of  the 
nineteenth  century  workers  obtained  one  weapon  with  which  to 
defend  their  interests— a  political  weapon,  the  right  to  vote. 

Meantime,  the  workers— many  of  them  at  least— did  not  share 
Mazzini’s  idea  that  the  right  to  vote  would  alone  enable  them  to 
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Hand-to-Hand  Fighting  During  a  Strike  at  Creuzot,  1870 


From  a  sketch  in  L’lllustration. 


defend  their  rights  against  the  employers.  Besides  the  political 
weapon  they  wanted  another — the  economic  weapon.  They  felt 
that  if  all  workers  of  a  certain  industry  could  form  associations, 
agreeing  to  work  only  for  certain  wages  and  certain  hours,  they 
would  be  able  to  force  the  employers  to  accept  their  terms.  This 
of  course  involved  the  right  to  “strike”— that  is,  to  refuse  to 
work  at  all  unless  their  demands  were  met.  This  right  to  form 
labor  unions  and  to  strike  for  better  wages  or  fewer  hours  is  known 
as  the  right  of  “collective  bargaining.”  Generally  speaking,  it  was 
in  the  last  quarter  of  the  nineteenth  century  that  the  workers 
obtained,  or  were  in  the  way  of  obtaining,  this  second  weapon 
with  which  to  defend  their  interests— the  economic  weapon,  the 
right  to  engage  in  collective  bargaining. 

When  people  are  fighting  to  safeguard  their  interests,  it  is  al¬ 
ways  an  advantage  to  have  a  philosophy  which  assures  them  that 
they  are  also  defending  their  rights.  In  the  nineteenth  century, 
the  workers  were  provided  with  two  such  philosophies:  socialism 
and  anarchism. 
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II.  New  Explanations  of  Society 

Scientific  socialism:  How  Karl  Marx  attempted  to  prove  that  the 
workers  were  slaves  of  the  capitalists,  but  promised  them  a  better 
time  coming.  Many  books  have  been  written  to  point  out  the 
evils  of  existing  society  and  to  describe  one  that  would  be  better. 
Plato's  Republic  was  one  of  the  first  and  the  most  famous  of  these. 
Another  was  Sir  Thomas  More's  Utopia ,  written  in  the  sixteenth 
century.  Ever  since  that  time  the  word  utopia  has  been  used  to 
describe  (and  usually  to  condemn)  any  ideal  society  or  form  of 
government  in  which,  if  it  could  be  established,  everyone  would 
have  enough  and  be  happy  and  content. 

In  the  early  nineteenth  century  many  men,  distressed  by  the 
poverty  of  the  mass  of  people— especially  the  industrial  workers— 
suggested  ways  of  transforming  society,  to  the  end  that  poverty 
might  be  abolished.  Among  these  were  Saint-Simon  and  Fourier 
(see  page  452).  This  early  type  of  socialism  is  known  as  utopian 
socialism.  Between  1848  and  1875,  however,  this  type  of  socialism 
was  replaced  by  a  new  type,  known  as  scientific  socialism.  The 
founder  of  modern  scientific  socialism  was  Karl  Marx.  More  than 
any  other  man,  it  was  Karl  Marx  who  provided  the  workingmen's 
political  parties  of  Europe  with  a  social  philosophy  and  a  program 
for  social  reform. 

Karl  Marx  was  born  in  Treves,  Germany,  in  1818,  of  well-to-do 
parents.  He  was  educated  at  the  universities  of  Bonn  and  of 
Berlin,  where  he  studied  history  and  philosophy.  Pie  married 
fenny  von  Westphalen,  daughter  of  a  high  government  official. 
With  his  excellent  education,  and  his  advantageous  family  con¬ 
nections,  Marx  might  have  been  a  university  professor  or  a  high 
government  official,  rich  and  respected  and  respectable.  But  like 
Mazzini,  Marx  abandoned  all  his  fine  chances  in  life  to  become 
the  champion  of  the  oppressed.  In  1842  he  became  editor  of  a 
democratic  newspaper  called  the  Rhenish  Gazette.  Later,  he  went 
to  Paris,  where  he  took  an  active  part  in  the  Revolution  of  1848. 
Fleeing  from  France  after  the  collapse  of  the  revolution,  Marx 
settled  in  London,  where  he  devoted  himself  to  writing  and  organ¬ 
izing  the  workers  in  Europe.  He  died  in  1883. 
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Marx  had  no  patience  with  the  utopian  schemes  of  Saint- 
Simon,  Fourier  and  their  followers.  During  the  Paris  Revolution 
of  1848  he  and  his  friend  Fried¬ 
rich  Engels  issued  The  Communist 
Manifesto,  calling,  in  stirring  words, 
to  the  workers  of  Europe  to 
unite  and  throw  off  their  chains. 

But  the  greatest  book  written 

by  Marx  was  a  long  and  learned 
work  which  cost  him  many  years 
of  close  study  and  hard  writing. 

Ever  since,  it  has  cost  many  people 
many  days  of  hard  reading.  This 

work  is  entitled  Das  Kapital 

(“Capital”),  and  the  first  volume 
of  it  appeared  in  1867.  These  two 
works  expound  the  gospel  of  mod¬ 
ern  scientific  socialism. 


Courtesy  German  Tourist  Information  Office 

Karl  Marx  (1818-1883) 


What  is  this  gospel?  It  consists  of  two  parts:  (1)  an  economic 
theory  which  aims  to  show  the  injustice  of  the  present  capitalistic 
system  of  industry;  and  (2)  a  philosophy  of  history  which  aims 
to  prove  that  the  capitalistic  system  of  industry  will  in  the  course 
of  time  destroy  itself. 

1.  The  economic  theory  of  Marx  may  be  briefly  stated  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  ( 1 )  All  wealth  is  produced  by  human  labor.  Capital  in  the 
form  of  machines,  buildings,  etc.,  is  the  result  of  labor  in  the  past 
and  is  therefore  “stored  up”  labor.  (2)  Although  labor  creates  all 
wealth,  the  laborers,  under  the  capitalistic  system,  do  not  receive 
the  total  product.  They  receive  in  fact  only  just  enough  of  it  for 
themselves  and  their  families  to  live  on,  a  mere  “living  wage.” 
(3)  The  difference  between  what  the  laborers  produce  and  what 
they  receive  is  “surplus”  wealth.  This  entire  surplus  is  taken  by 
the  capitalists,  who  are  the  owners  of  machines  and  all  “stored-up” 
capital.  Thus,  according  to  Marx,  the  capitalist  class  reaps  where 
it  has  not  sown,  taking  the  greater  part  of  the  wealth  produced  by 
the  laborers. 
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Piano  Factory  of  Pleyel,  Wolff,  &  Co.,  near  Paris,  1870 

From  a  sketch  in  L’ Illustration.  Most  early  factories  were  started  with  little 

capital. 

2.  Marx’s  philosophy  of  history  aims  to  prove  that  this  unjust 
system  must  disappear.  What  will  bring  it  to  an  end?  It  is  no 
use,  Marx  says,  to  write  nice  books  describing  an  ideal  society;  no 
use  to  expect  those  who  have  the  good  things  of  life  to  give  them 
up  voluntarily.  All  that  is  a  utopian  dream.  All  historical  changes, 
he  said,  are  brought  about  by  those  silent  economic  forces  that 
are  stronger  than  men’s  wills  and  desires.  Instead  of  talking  about 
the  ideal  society  we  should  like  to  have,  Marx  thought  we  should 
study  history  and  see  what  kind  of  changes  the  future  has  in  store 
for  us  whether  we  like  them  or  not. 

History  shows  us,  according  to  Marx,  that  in  every  age  govern¬ 
ment  and  society  are  controlled  by  the  class  which  possesses  the 
chief  source  of  wealth.  In  the  Middle  Ages  the  chief  source  of 
wealth  was  land;  hence  the  feudal  nobles,  who  possessed  the  land, 
had  everything  their  own  way  and  controlled  society  through  a 
government  by  kings  and  nobles.  But  in  the  eighteenth  and 
nineteenth  centuries,  with  the  coming  of  power-driven  machines, 
the  chief  source  of  wealth  came  to  be  “capital,”  in  the  form  of 
money,  machines,  and  industries.  Hence  the  possessors  of  capital 
(middle-class  business  men,  bankers,  and  manufacturers)  elbowed 
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©  Ewing  Galloway 


A  Giant  Stationary  Steam  Engine 

The  engineer  is  making  an  adjustment  near  the  flywheel  of  this  huge  engine. 
Much  capital  is  needed  in  modern  large  scale  manufacturing  before  any  goods 
can  be  produced.  Steam  and  electricity  have  revolutionized  industry. 

the  nobles  out  of  the  seats  of  power,  and  in  place  of  the  old 
governments  by  kings  and  nobles  established  governments  suitable 
to  their  purposes — governments  by  representative  assemblies. 
Thus  through  the  silent  operation  of  economic  forces  the  feudal 
land-owning  system  gave  way  to  the  bourgeois-capitalistic  system 
under  which  we  live.  But  just  as  the  feudal  nobles  were  shoved 
aside  by  the  middle-class  capitalists,  so,  according  to  Marx,  the 
middle-class  capitalists  will  in  the  course  of  time  be  shoved  aside 
by  the  mass  of  people— the  “proletariat.” 

Why  will  this  happen?  It  will  happen,  Marx  said,  because  it  is 
the  nature  of  the  capitalist  system  to  destroy  itself.  The  capitalist 
system  is  a  competitive  system— every  man  for  himself  and  the 
devil  take  the  hindmost.  Each  owner  of  industry  seeks  to  make 
his  industry  bigger  and  bigger,  and  himself  richer  and  richer.  In 
this  struggle  for  survival,  the  weaker  will  be  destroyed  by  the 
stronger;  industry  and  capital  will  be  more  and  more  concentrated; 
and  presently  all  land  and  capital  will  be  in  the  hands  of  a  very 
few  capitalists.  Meantime,  this  process  will  have  reduced  the  mass 
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of  the  people  to  the  level  of  wage-slaves.  When  this  process  has 
worked  itself  out,  the  owners  of  capital  will  be  so  few,  and  the 
system  so  obviously  unjust,  that  the  mass  of  the  people  will  quietly 
dispossess  the  capitalists  and  themselves  take  over  the  wealth  and 
the  means  of  producing  wealth  which  is  theirs  by  right. 

The  essence  of  Marx’s  scientific  socialism  is  this:  The  workers 
are  at  present  enslaved  to  the  capitalists;  but  the  stars  in  their 
courses,  rather  than  the  feeble  wills  of  men,  are  bringing  about 
their  liberation.  What  Marx  gave  the  workers  was  a  new  phi¬ 
losophy-religion— a  religion  to  console  them  in  their  present  dis¬ 
tress,  a  philosophy  pointing  out  the  good  time  coming.  This 
good  time  coming  was  the  “social  revolution,”  a  kind  of  promised 
land  to  which  the  workers  could  look  forward  with  faith  and  hope. 

Anarchism:  How  Proudhon  and  Bakunin  proclaimed  that  all  gov¬ 
ernment  is  an  evil  and  ought  to  be  abolished.  Socialism  and 
anarchism  agreed  in  this :  that  under  the  present  system  of  society 
the  workers  were  enslaved.  They  differed  radically  in  this:  that 
whereas  socialism  would  free  the  workers  by  placing  the  great 
industries  under  the  control  of  democratic  governments,  anarchism 
would  free  the  workers  by  abolishing  all  government. 

The  theory  of  anarchism  is  an  old  one;  but  in  its  modern  form 
it  was  first  formulated  clearly  by  Pierre  Joseph  Proudhon  ( 1 809— 
1865).  In  1840  Proudhon  published  a  book  entitled  What  is 
Property?  According  to  Proudhon  the  answer  is,  “Property  is 
theft.”  But  the  possession  of  property  is  guaranteed  by  govern¬ 
ment— that  is,  by  the  exercise  of  organized  force.  The  real  evil 
which  robs  people  of  their  liberty  is  thus  organized  force  in  the 
form  of  governments.  Men  will  not  be  free,  therefore,  until  all 
governments,  all  force,  all  compulsion  are  done  away  with.  Such 
was  Proudhon’s  theory  of  anarchism— a  highly  idealistic  doctrine, 
since  it  assumed  that  men  are  naturally  good,  and  that  if  they  were 
never  restrained  by  force  they  would  all  live  happily  together. 

Proudhon’s  anarchism  would  probably  have  had  little  influence 
if  it  had  not  been  adopted  and  propagated  by  Mikhail  Bakunin 
(1814-1876).  Bakunin,  a  Russian  noble,  was  educated  in  Ger¬ 
many  and  later  went  to  France,  where  he  met  Proudhon  and  took 
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part  in  the  Revolution  of  1848.  In  1849  he  was  engaged  in  revo¬ 
lutionary  activities  in  Dresden,  but  was  arrested,  returned  to  Rus¬ 
sia,  and  exiled  to  Siberia.  Escaping  in  1861,  he  joined  an  organ¬ 
ization  founded  by  Karl  Marx  five  years  before— the  International 
Workingmen's  Association,  commonly  known  as  the  first  “Inter¬ 
national."  The  International  had  adopted  the  scientific  socialism 
of  Marx;  but  Bakunin  tried  to  get  it  to  adopt  his  anarchist  phi¬ 
losophy.  In  opposition  to  Marx,  Bakunin  urged  the  workers  not 
to  form  parties  or  vote  at  elections,  not  to  work  for  laws  to  protect 
the  workers.  He  said:  “We  object  to  all  legislation,  all  authority, 
all  influence  .  .  .  official  and  legal,  even  when  it  is  based  on  uni¬ 
versal  suffrage."  After  three  years  of  disputes  between  Marx  and 
Bakunin,  the  latter  was  expelled  from  the  International  at  the 
Hague  Congress  in  1872. 

Although  expelled  from  the  International,  Bakunin  had  his  fol¬ 
lowers,  and  his  doctrines  lived  on.  Bakunin  himself  was  a  mild- 
mannered  man,  chiefly  interested  in  propagating  the  theory  that 
government  is  an  evil  and  ought  to  be  abolished.  Many  peaceful 
men  have  embraced  the  doctrine.  The  famous  Russian  novelist, 
Count  Leo  Tolstoy,  was  an  Anarchist  of  this  sort.  He  taught  that 
it  was  wrong  to  exert  physical  force  of  any  kind  against  anyone. 
But  he  accepted  the  teaching  of  Jesus  literally— that  it  was  as 
wrong  to  resist  the  use  of  force  as  it  was  to  exert  it.  He  was  a 
“passive-resistance"  Anarchist,  and  there  have  been  many  such. 

Few  of  the  followers  of  Proudhon  and  Bakunin  were  willing  to 
carry  their  doctrine  to  this  logical  conclusion.  Believing  that  gov¬ 
ernment  was  an  evil,  they  felt  that  something  more  than  talk  was 
necessary  to  get  rid  of  it.  The  use  of  force  might  be  wrong,  but 
as  long  as  governments  used  force  to  persecute  Anarchists  it  was 
right  for  Anarchists  to  use  force  to  terrorize  governments.  Thus 
the  Russian  revolutionists  known  as  “Terrorists"  organized  them¬ 
selves  secretly,  engineered  plots  for  the  assassination  of  officials  in 
high  places,  and  ended  by  killing  the  Tsar  Alexander  II  in  1881 
(see  page  555).  In  western  Europe  also  there  were  little  scattered 
secret  groups  of  Anarchists,  some  of  them  extremists,  eager  for  the 
adoption  of  the  methods  of  Russian  Terrorists. 
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III.  The  Issue  Involved  in  the  Conflict  between  Labor  and 

Capital  Becomes  Mixed  Up  with  Religion,  Patriotism, 

and  Imperialism 

How  the  industrial  workers  were  supported  by  many  people  who 
became  socialistic  without  being  Socialists.  Outside  of  Russia, 
anarchism  had  little  influence.  The  great  majority  of  industrial 
workers  of  western  Europe  accepted  Marxian  socialism.  To  de¬ 
fend  their  interests  they  formed  labor  unions  and  organized  strikes, 
which  sometimes  succeeded  and  sometimes  failed,  and  were  in 
any  case  expensive.  Sooner  or  later,  therefore,  in  nearly  every 
country,  the  workers  made  use  of  the  political  weapon.  They 
organized  political  parties  of  their  own.  The  first  of  these  was 
the  German  Social-Democratic  Labor  party  (1875).  Similar  par¬ 
ties  were  organized  in  other  countries:  in  Belgium,  the  Socialist 
party,  1885;  in  Austria,  the  Social  Democratic  party,  1888;  in 
France,  the  United  Socialist  party,  1905;  in  Great  Britain,  the 
Labor  party,  1906.  All  of  these  parties  accepted  the  Marxian 
doctrine  of  socialism,  or  some  modification  of  it,  and  all  adopted 
a  program  of  social  reform  designed  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  workingmen  against  capitalists,  the  poor  against  the  rich. 

At  first  these  Socialist  workingmen’s  parties  polled  but  few  votes, 
but  after  about  1900  they  had  a  rapid  and  an  astonishing  success. 
By  1914  the  Socialist  parties  in  Germany  and  France,  for  example, 
were  among  the  strongest  parties  in  those  countries.  But  it  would 
be  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  industrial  workers  achieved  this 
success  by  themselves,  or  that  all  people  who  voted  for  Socialist 
candidates  were  Socialists.  In  this  movement  for  social  reform 
industrial  workers  were  supported  by  many  people  who  were  not 
themselves  industrial  workers,  many  people  who  were  socialistic 
without  being  Socialists.  We  must  now  see  who  these  people 
were,  and  why  they  supported  the  Socialist  parties. 

One  marked  characteristic  of  the  last  hundred  years  has  been 
the  growth,  among  all  classes  of  people,  of  a  sense  of  social  respon¬ 
sibility.  What  does  this  mean?  It  means  something  more  than 
sympathy  for  the  poor  and  oppressed.  Humane  sympathy  is  noth¬ 
ing  new  in  the  world;  but  formerly  the  relief  of  poverty  was  com- 
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monly  left  to  churches  and  to  kind-hearted  individuals.  It  is  easy 
for  you  or  me  to  give  a  dime  to  a  beggar;  easy  for  churches  or  the 
government  to  provide  homes  for  the  aged  and  the  infirm.  “How 
grateful  they  must  be/’  we  are  apt  to  think.  But  the  beggar  may 
very  well  ask,  “Why  am  I,  and  not  you,  the  beggar?”  And  those 
old  people  in  the  poorhouse  may  be  thinking,  “Why  is  it  that 
after  working  hard  all  our  lives  we  have  not  enough  to  live  on 
when  we  are  old  and  helpless?” 

During  the  last  hundred  years  intelligent  and  well-to-do  people 
have  taken  these  questions  more  seriously.  Much  more  than  for¬ 
merly,  such  people  are  apt  to  say:  “Perhaps  it  is  the  beggar’s  misfor¬ 
tune,  rather  than  his  fault,  that  he  is  a  beggar.  Perhaps  it  is  the 
fault  of  society— of  all  of  us— if  the  common  man  cannot  earn 
enough  to  keep  himself  when  he  is  old.  Perhaps  it  is  our  business 
to  prevent  poverty  rather  than  to  relieve  it.  Perhaps  it  is  the  duty 
of  governments,  with  all  of  modern  scientific  knowledge  at  their 
disposal,  to  devise  laws  which  will  abolish  poverty  by  distributing 
the  accumulated  wealth  of  society  more  justly.”  Thus  it  hap¬ 
pened  that  many  educated  and  well-to-do  people  sympathized 
with  the  industrial  workers.  Some  of  them  even  accepted  the 
Marxian  doctrine  of  socialism;  but  most  of  them  preferred  a  less 
revolutionary  doctrine.  They  therefore  called  themselves  either 
“Christian  Socialists”  or  “State  Socialists.” 

Christian  socialism  spread  chiefly  within  the  churches.  Many 
'  ministers  and  priests  felt  that  the  capitalist  system  was  unchristian, 
since  it  imposed  poverty  on  the  mass  of  workers  while  the  rich 
employers  and  capitalists  lived  in  palaces.  In  Catholic  countries 
Christian  socialism  was  made  respectable  by  Pope  Leo  XIII,  who 
issued  in  1891  an  official  letter  in  which  he  deplored  the  greed  of 
employers  and  declared  that  conditions  of  labor  ought  to  be 
improved.  Following  this  lead,  Catholic  political  parties,  such  as 
the  Center  party  in  Germany  and  the  Catholic  party  in  Belgium, 
although  strongly  opposed  to  Marxian  socialism,  were  quite  ready 
to  support  the  Socialist  parties  in  their  effort  to  obtain  social 
reform— legislation  favorable  to  the  working  classes. 

Towards  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century  State  socialism  was 
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Telegraph  Office,  1870 

From  a  contemporary  drawing.  Compare  this  with  a  modern  communica¬ 
tions  network  (telegraph,  telephone,  and  radio). 


made  respectable  by  professors  of  economics  in  the  universities. 
In  the  early  nineteenth  century  the  British  school  of  “classical 
economists, ”  followers  of  Adam  Smith,  taught  the  laissez  hire 
theory  of  government— the  “let  alone”  theory.  They  said:  “Gov¬ 
ernments  should  confine  their  activities  to  the  protection  of  life 
and  property  and  the  defense  of  the  country  against  its  enemies; 
they  should  not  try  to  regulate  trade  or  industry,  or  to  bring  about 
a  more  equitable  distribution  of  wealth  between  rich  and  poor.” 
In  the  middle  of  the  century  John  Stuart  Mill  criticized  this  doc¬ 
trine,  and  towards  the  end  of  the  century  certain  German  econo¬ 
mists  (Professors  Schmoller,  Roscher,  and  Wagner)  abandoned  it 
altogether.  They  said:  “It  is  the  duty  of  the  government  to  ad¬ 
vance  the  welfare  of  all  the  people,  not  only  by  protecting  life 
and  property  but  by  passing  laws  which  will  distribute  property 
more  equitably  and  make  life  more  worth  living  for  the  mass  of 
the  people.”  These  economists  did  not  agree  with  Marx  that 
labor  is  the  sole  source  of  wealth;  they  did  not  accept  his  doctrine 
of  the  “social  revolution.”  Their  ideas  spread  to  other  countries, 
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and  thousands  of  people  in  every  country,  including  the  so-called 
“intellectuals”— professors,  publicists,  and  writers  of  books— came 
to  look  with  favor  on  social  reform,  and  even  to  advocate  state 
ownership  of  certain  industries,  such  as  railroads  and  telegraph 
lines,  which  affected  the  lives  of  all  the  people. 

Thus  a  great  many  people  who  were  not  themselves  industrial 
workers  came  to  look  with  favor  on  the  effort  of  the  industrial 
workers  to  better  their  condition.  Thousands  of  moderately  well- 
to-do  people— shopkeepers,  clerks,  doctors,  lawyers,  professors, 
school  teachers,  and  small  farmers— voted  for  the  candidates  of 
the  Socialist  parties  because  these  parties  favored  a  more  equitable 
distribution  of  wealth  among  the  people  as  a  whole. 

Meantime,  just  as  the  workers  found  many  socialistic  friends  to 
support  them  in  their  conflict  with  capital,  so  the  capitalists  found 
many  anti-socialistic  friends  to  support  them  in  their  conflict  with 
labor. 

How  many  people,  for  religious  or  patriotic  reasons,  supported 
the  capitalists  against  the  workers.  Of  course  it  is  easy  to  under¬ 
stand  why  capitalists— the  owners  of  big  and  little  industries— 
were  not  in  favor  of  the  socialistic  programs  of  reform.  They 
naturally  wished  to  conduct  their  businesses  as  they  judged  best. 
To  them  strikes  were  an  evil,  because  they  wasted  time  and 
demoralized  workers.  Besides,  the  capitalists  maintained  that  the 
unhampered  development  of  business  was  a  good  thing  for  every¬ 
one,  including  the  laborers.  They  said  in  substance:  “If  you  inter¬ 
fere  with  our  business  by  strikes  or  by  hostile  legislation,  our  profits 
will  be  reduced.  With  reduced  profits  we  cannot  afford  to  expand 
our  business  and  perhaps  we  shall  be  forced  to  close  it  down  alto¬ 
gether.  In  either  case  many  laborers  will  be  out  of  jobs.  Interfere 
with  industry  and  you  hamper  the  very  thing  which  makes  the 
entire  community  prosperous.” 

The  argument  of  the  great  capitalists  seemed  reasonable  to 
many  people  besides  the  owners  of  great  industries.  It  seemed 
reasonable  to  owners  of  small  businesses,  to  rich  landowners,  to 
bankers  and  promoters,  to  speculators  on  the  stock  exchange,  to 
lawyers  who  looked  after  the  interests  of  business  corporations,  to 
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the  people  who  lived  on  money  invested  in  stocks  and  bonds,  and 
to  thousands  of  people  who  were  connected  in  a  business  or 
social  way  with  the  rich  and  powerful  classes. 

But  people  are  not  influenced  solely  by  their  economic  interests 
or  their  social  connections;  and  in  every  country  thousands  of 
people,  rich  and  poor  alike,  opposed  socialism  on  religious  or 
patriotic  grounds. 

1.  Religious  opposition  to  socialism.  Marxian  socialism  was 
strongly  “anti-clerical/'  Marx  believed  that  Christianity  was  a 
religion  cleverly  designed  to  keep  the  poor  enslaved  by  teaching 
them  that  they  would  be  rewarded  in  a  future  life  if  they  patiently 
endured  the  trials  and  tribulations  of  this  one.  Following  Marx, 
the  Socialist  working  classes  of  Europe  were  commonly  indifferent 
or  actively  hostile  to  churches,  Catholic  and  Protestant  alike.  Re¬ 
ligious  people  naturally  resented  the  contempt  with  which  Social¬ 
ists  spoke  of  their  most  cherished  beliefs;  and  many  people  who 
were  not  themselves  religious  felt  that  if  Christianity  were  dis¬ 
credited  the  very  foundations  of  morality  would  be  destroyed. 
Socialism  was  therefore  feared  and  hated  by  conservative-minded 
people  because  socialistic  ideas  were  “anti-religious/'  “atheistical," 
and  “immoral"  in  their  tendency. 

2.  Patriotic  opposition  to  socialism.  Marxian  socialism  was  “in¬ 
ternational"  in  its  outlook.  Marx  taught  that  the  real  opposition 
of  interests  in  modern  society  was  not  between  one  nation  and 
another  but  between  the  workers  of  all  nations  and  the  capitalists 
of  all  nations.  The  opposition  between  one  nation  and  another— 
such,  for  example,  as  the  rivalry  between  France  and  Germany 
which  led  to  the  Franco-Prussian  War— was  a  kind  of  game  played 
by  the  ruling  classes  in  both  countries  in  order  to  arouse  the 
patriotic  emotions  of  the  people  and  so  keep  them  enslaved  by 
keeping  them  divided.  The  Socialist  working  classes  in  Europe 
generally  accepted  this  doctrine.  No  war,  they  said,  could  ever 
benefit  the  workers  of  either  country  concerned  in  it.  The  Social¬ 
ist  parties  were  therefore  generally  anti-military  and  anti-national¬ 
ist.  They  opposed  big  armies  and  navies,  and  maintained  that 
the  colonial  expansion  of  European  powers  in  Africa  and  Asia  was 
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beneficial  to  the  rich  but  likely  to  involve  the  people  in  expensive 
and  disastrous  wars.  Socialism  was  therefore  feared  and  hated  by 
many  people,  not  only  because  it  was  anti-religious  but  also  be¬ 
cause  it  seemed  unpatriotic,  if  not  actually  treasonable. 

Thus  it  happened  that  just  as  the  workers  found  many  friends 
who  were  not  themselves  industrial  workers,  so  the  capitalists 
found  many  friends  who  were  not  themselves  capitalists.  And 
just  as  the  workers  and  their  friends  were  inclined  to  support  the 
workingmen’s  Socialist  parties,  so  the  capitalists  and  their  friends 
were  inclined  to  support  the  old  conservative  parties.  Between 
1900  and  1914  this  separation  of  the  people  into  conservative  and 
radical  groups  became  more  or  less  pronounced  in  nearly  every 
European  country.  Moreover,  the  conflict  between  them  came  to 
be  something  more  than  a  mere  quarrel  over  wages  and  hours  of 
labor.  Generally  speaking,  they  divided  on  three  main  issues: 
( 1 )  social  reform— the  question  of  the  extent  to  which  the  govern¬ 
ment  should  make  laws  designed  to  benefit  the  poor  as  against  the 
rich;  (2)  national  defense— the  question  as  to  whether  it  was 
necessary  or  wise  to  build  up  great  armies  and  navies  in  order  to 
preserve  the  peace  by  a  vigorous  defense  of  national  interests; 
(3)  imperialism— the  question  as  to  whether  it  was  necessary  or 
wise  for  European  powers  to  acquire  colonies  and  “spheres  of 
influence”  in  Africa  and  Asia.  The  workingmen’s  Socialist  parties 
were  strongly  in  favor  of  the  first— social  reform;  and  they  were 
inclined  to  be  anti-nationalist,  anti-militarist,  and  anti-imperial¬ 
istic.  The  conservative  parties,  on  the  other  hand,  were  strongly 
nationalist  and  imperialistic,  but  they  were  inclined  to  be  indiffer¬ 
ent,  if  not  actively  hostile,  to  social  reform. 

A  look  backward  and  a  look  forward.  In  this  chapter  we  have 
learned  how  the  Industrial  Revolution  separated  the  employers 
from  the  laborers  and  gave  them  conflicting  interests  to  quarrel 
about.  We  have  seen  how  this  conflict  gave  rise  to  a  new  social 
and  political  philosophy,  known  as  socialism.  We  have  seen  how 
the  working  classes  formed  political  parties,  based  on  the  philoso¬ 
phy  of  socialism  and  presenting  certain  specific  programs  of  social 
reform.  We  have  seen  how  the  people  divided,  some  supporting 
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the  working  classes  and  some  the  capitalist  classes.  We  have  also 
seen  how  the  two  groups  of  people  were  opposed  to  each  other, 
not  only  on  the  question  of  social  reform  but  on  two  other  im¬ 
portant  questions— the  question  of  nationalism  and  the  question 
of  imperialism.  We  have  dealt  with  these  new  conflicts  in  a  gen¬ 
eral  way,  as  they  arose  in  Europe  as  a  whole.  In  the  next  chapter 
we  shall  deal  with  them  more  concretely,  as  they  arose  and  worked 
themselves  out  in  certain  countries.  The  countries  chosen  to 
illustrate  concretely  the  rise  of  the  social  conflict  are  Germany, 
France,  and  England. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  How  did  the  Industrial  Revolution  change  the  relation  of 
laborers  and  employers?  Why  were  wages  low  in  the  early 
stages  of  the  Industrial  Revolution? 

2.  When  did  laborers  obtain  the  right  to  vote  and  to  strike? 
How  did  they  use  these  weapons  to  defend  their  interests? 

3.  Who  was  Karl  Marx?  What  were  his  chief  writings?  State 
briefly  his  theory  of  scientific  socialism.  What  was  Marx’s 
theory  of  historical  progress? 

4.  What  was  Proudhon’s  theory  of  anarchism?  How  did  the 
anarchism  of  Tolstoy  differ  from  the  anarchism  of  the  “terror¬ 
ists”?  Why  did  most  people  come  to  associate  anarchism 
with  extreme  violence? 

5.  Name  some  of  the  Socialist  parties  formed  between  1875  and 
1906.  What  is  meant  by  “Christian  socialism”?  By  “State 
socialism”?  What  is  the  difference  between  State  socialism 
and  Marxian  socialism? 

6.  What  classes  of  people  were  inclined  to  sympathize  with  the 
laborers?  Why  did  most  of  them  prefer  to  be  called  “Chris¬ 
tian  Socialists,”  or  “State  Socialists,”  rather  than  “Marxian 
Socialists”? 

7.  Why  were  capitalists  opposed  to  socialism  and  to  social  re¬ 
form?  Why  did  many  people  who  were  not  capitalists  oppose 
socialism  and  the  Socialist  parties? 

8.  What  is  meant  by  nationalism?  By  militarism?  By  imperial¬ 
ism?  How  did  the  capitalistic  Conservative  parties  and  the 
workingmen’s  Socialist  parties  differ  in  respect  to  these  issues? 
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capitalist-employer 
collective  bargaining 
competition 
laissez  fake 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Test  your  understanding  of  the  following  terms  by  using  them 
in  sentences. 

political  weapon  Utopian  socialism 
political  party  scientific  socialism 
economic  theory  anarchism 
social  philosophy  social  revolution 

2.  Without  using  any  of  the  ideas  of  Marx,  write  a  speech  (a)  to 
persuade  a  group  of  laborers  to  form  a  labor  party;  (b)  to 
persuade  a  group  of  laborers  to  form  a  trade  union. 

3.  In  preparation  for  class  discussion,  write  a  brief  for  debate 
giving  arguments  for  and  against  scientific  socialism. 

4.  Write  a  short  essay  showing  how  the  issues  involved  in  the 
social  conflict  became  mixed  up  with  other  issues  such  as 
religion,  nationalism,  and  imperialism.  Then  state  your  own 
opinion  of  the  relation  of  these  issues  to  the  matter  of  social 
reform. 
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2.1 


THE  SOCIAL  CONFLICT 

HOW  IT  DEVELOPED  IN  THREE  COUNTRIES: 

GERMANY,  FRANCE,  AND  ENGLAND 

The  association  of  progress  with  poverty  is  the  great  enigma 
of  our  times.  Henry  George 

An  apology  for  neglecting  the  history  of  many  countries.  In  the 

last  chapter  we  learned  something  about  the  general  character  of 
the  social  conflict.  What  was  said  of  it  would  be  true  of  any  coun¬ 
try  in  which  the  Industrial  Revolution  occurred.  But  the  special 
problems  which  it  raised,  and  the  measures  taken  to  solve  them, 
were  somewhat  different  in  different  countries.  In  this  chapter 
we  shall  study  the  social  conflict  more  concretely,  as  it  developed 
in  particular  countries;  and  the  countries  chosen  for  this  purpose 
are  Germany,  France,  and  England. 

Why  do  we  choose  these  countries,  rejecting  so  many  others? 
Germany  is  chosen  because  it  represents  the  Germanic  countries 
and  the  countries  with  a  strong  monarchical  tradition.  France  is 
chosen  because  it  represents  the  Latin  countries,  and  because  its 
political  traditions  were  revolutionary  and  democratic.  England 
is  chosen  because  its  traditions  are  neither  revolutionary  nor  mon¬ 
archical  but  a  little  of  both.  These  three  countries  will  therefore 
provide  us  with  all  the  variety  we  need  for  illustrative  purposes. 
By  studying  their  history  we  shall  meet  with  various  brands  of 
socialism,  with  various  kinds  of  political  parties  and  political  con¬ 
flicts,  and  with  various  types  of  practical  programs  for  social 
reform.  And  first  we  shall  study  the  rise  of  socialism  in  Germany, 
and  Bismarck’s  attempt  to  suppress  it. 
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I.  Germany,  1871-1914 

How  Bismarck  became  a  Liberal  in  order  to  make  the  new  empire 
a  "going  concern,"  1871-1878.  The  problem  which  confronted 
Bismarck  in  1871  was  similar  to  that  which  confronted  Washing¬ 
ton  and  Hamilton  in  1787  when 
the  present  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  was  adopted.  In 
1787  few  people  in  the  United 
States  were  very  enthusiastic  about 
the  new  federal  union.  Much 
the  same  condition  existed  in 
Germany  in  1871.  Many  people 
were  indifferent  to  the  new  empire; 
many  were  hostile.  Bismarck’s 

j 

problem  was  to  win  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  people  who  were  in¬ 
different,  to  reconcile  those  who 
were  hostile.  In  short,  his  first 
task  was  to  make  the  new  empire  a 

to¬ 
ward  Bismarck  and  the  new  empire 
was  reflected  by  the  political  parties  in  the  Reichstag.  The  Con¬ 
servative  party  was  chiefly  a  Prussian  party,  composed  of  land- 

!  owning  nobles  and  of  high  officers  in  the  government  and  the 
army.  Like  Bismarck,  the  Conservatives  were  opposed  to  popular 
government;  unlike  him  many  of  them  were  at  first  not  very 
enthusiastic  about  the  new  empire.  The  Progressive  Liberal  party 
was  composed  mostly  of  workingmen  and  lower  middle-class 
people.  The  Progressive  Liberals  disliked  Bismarck  because  he  was 
opposed  to  any  reform  of  the  Prussian  government.  The  Center 
party  was  a  new  party,  formed  by  the  Catholics,  who  were  a 
minority  in  the  empire,  and  who  feared  that  the  imperial  govern¬ 
ment  might  interfere  with  their  religious  liberty.  These  were  the 
parties  that  at  first  were  hostile  to  Bismarck  or  not  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  new  empire. 


"going  concern." 

The  attitude  of  the  people 


Courtesy  New  York  Public  Library 


Bismarck  and  His  Dogs 
An  engraving  made  about  the 
time  of  Bismarck’s  retirement 
from  office,  1890. 
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One  party  only  was  enthusiastic  about  the  new  empire  and  ready 
to  help  Bismarck  make  it  a  success.  This  was  the  National  Liberal 
party,  composed  of  educated  and  fairly  wealthy  or  well-to-do 
people— business  men,  officials,  lawyers,  professors,  and  men  of 
letters.  The  National  Liberals  wished  to  make  the  new  empire  a 
successful  and  a  powerful  state.  In  this  they  agreed  with  Bis¬ 
marck.  But  unlike  Bismarck,  they  believed  that  the  Reichstag 
should,  like  the  English  House  of  Commons,  exercise  a  controlling 
influence  over  the  emperor  and  his  ministers.  The  National 
Liberals  were  ready  to  help  Bismarck  make  the  new  empire  a 
strong  and  successful  government,  if  he  would  fall  in  with  their 
ideas  and  make  it  a  truly  liberal  government. 

At  first,  therefore,  Bismarck  had  to  work  with  the  National 
Liberal  party.  To  please  the  Liberals  he  adopted  and  partly  car¬ 
ried  out  a  policy  of  free  trade.  To  please  them  he  had  to  allow 
the  Reichstag  greater  control  over  the  army  than  he  would  have 
preferred.  But  the  chief  of  Bismarck's  liberal  activities  was  his 
fight  against  the  Catholic  Church.  This  struggle  is  known  as  the 
Kulturkampf  (“fight  for  civilization”).  In  1872-1874  the  Jesuits 
were  expelled  from  Germany,  and  diplomatic  relations  with  the 
Pope  suspended.  In  Prussia,  Catholic  schools  were  subject  to 
government  supervision,  and  no  one  was  permitted  to  become  a 
Catholic  priest  unless  he  had  studied  three  years  in  a  German 
university.  These  anti-clerical  laws  pleased  the  Liberals,  but  they 
were  not  so  popular  in  Germany  as  Bismarck  doubtless  hoped  they 
would  be.  It  was  found  impossible  to  enforce  most  of  them,  and 
they  strengthened  rather  than  weakened  the  church  in  Germany. 

Bismarck  always  regarded  his  alliance  with  the  National  Liberals 
as  temporary.  In  his  Reminiscences  he  says  that  the  granting  of 
universal  suffrage  was  “a  species  of  political  blackmail.”  In  order 
to  get  the  support  of  German  Liberals  for  the  unification  of 
Germany  and  the  establishment  of  the  empire  it  was  necessary 
to  bribe  them  with  the  promise  of  popular  government.  When 
the  empire  was  once  firmly  established,  it  would  be  easy,  Bismarck 
said,  “to  set  the  clock  back.” 

In  1878  it  seemed  to  Bismarck  that  the  time  had  come  to  set 
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the  clock  back.  With  the  help  of  the  Liberals,  the  difficult  task 
of  adjusting  the  relations  of  states  to  the  federal  government  had 
been  fairly  well  accomplished.  The  new  empire  was  recognized 
as  the  strongest  state  in  Europe,  and  Bismarck  was  at  the  height  of 
his  fame  and  influence.  Bismarck  felt,  therefore,  that  the  Liberals 
had  served  their  purpose,  and  he  determined  to  break  with  them 
at  the  first  favorable  opportunity,  and  to  base  his  government  on 
the  support  of  the  Conservative  parties.  In  doing  this  he  was 
greatly  helped  by  the  rise  of  socialism  and  popular  fear  of  the  new 
doctrines. 

How  the  rise  of  socialism  helped  Bismarck  to  break  with  the 
National  Liberal  party.  For  some  years  the  doctrines  of  socialism 
had  been  spreading  among  German  workingmen.  Until  1875 
workingmen  were  divided  into  two  associations— the  followers  of 
Lassalle  and  the  followers  of  Marx.  But  in  1875  a  congress  was 
held  at  Gotha,  and  the  two  associations  were  united  into  one— 
the  German  Social-Democratic  Labor  party,  whose  members  were 
commonly  called  the  “Social  Democrats/' 

The  new  party  adopted  what  is  known  as  the  Gotha  Program. 
In  its  statement  of  principles  the  Gotha  Program  declared  that 
“labor  is  the  sole  source  of  wealth/’  and  that  therefore  the  “means 
of  wealth”  (land,  factories,  and  machines  by  which  labor  pro¬ 
duces  wealth)  should  be  transferred  from  private  ownership  to 
state  ownership.  In  its  platform  of  political  action  the  Gotha 
Program  declared  that  the  new  party  would  work  for  social  legis¬ 
lation  beneficial  to  the  mass  of  people,  and  especially  to  the 
industrial  workers.  In  short,  immediate  social  reform,  and  the 
ultimate  transfer  of  great  industries  from  private  to  public  owner¬ 
ship-such  was  the  Gotha  Program  of  the  new  Social-Democratic 
Labor  party. 

Two  years  later  (1877)  the  new  party  elected  twelve  deputies  to 
the  Reichstag.  Many  people  began  to  take  an  interest  in  the  new 
party  and  its  activities.  Among  those  who  felt  that  socialism  was 
a  dangerous  menace  to  society  was  Bismarck.  In  the  Reichstag  he 
had  often  thundered  against  the  Socialists  and  their  ideas— 
“utopian  nonsense,  the  ideas  of  those  who  believe  that  roast 
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Attempted  Assassination  of  William  I 
From  a  sketch  by  H.  Liiders  in  the  Illustrirte  Zeitung,  May  25,  1878. 


pigeons  will  fly  into  their  mouths.”  Bismarck  seems  often  to  have 
been  greatly  favored  by  luck;  and  as  it  happened,  in  1878,  just 
when  he  was  preparing  to  break  with  the  National  Liberal  party, 
a  man  by  the  name  of  Hodel  fired  a  shot  at  the  aged  Emperor 
William.  A  few  days  later  the  emperor  was  fired  upon  a  second 
time,  by  a  man  named  Nobiling,  and  seriously  wounded.  Hearing 
of  this,  Bismarck  said,  “In  that  case  we  will  dissolve  the  Reichs¬ 
tag.”  He  hoped  that  in  the  new  elections  the  people  would 
desert  the  Liberal  parties. 

Bismarck’s  hopes  were  justified.  The  people  were  infuriated  by 
these  attempts  to  assassinate  their  beloved  emperor.  It  mattered 
not  that  the  first  assassin,  Hodel,  was  a  worthless  fellow  who  had 
been  expelled  from  the  Socialist  party,  and  that  the  second,  Nobi¬ 
ling,  had  never  been  a  member  of  it.  The  people  easily  believed 
that  such  acts  were  the  natural  result  of  Socialist  ideas,  and  Bis¬ 
marck  used  every  means  to  confirm  them  in  that  belief.  People 
wanted  socialism  suppressed.  They  were  indignant  with  the 
Liberal  deputies  because  they  had  always  opposed  Bismarck’s 
efforts  to  suppress  Socialism.  The  result  was,  therefore,  that  the 
liberal  parties  lost  control  of  the  Reichstag. 
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Bismarck  now  abandoned  his  Liberal  policies  and  made  his 
peace  with  the  Conservatives.  To  win  over  the  Catholic  Center 
he  abandoned  the  Kulturkampf.  As  it  happened,  in  1878  a  new 
Pope  was  elected— Leo  XIII.  Leo  proved  to  be  more  friendly  to 
modern  ideas  than  Pius  IX  had  been.  He  gave  Catholics  to  under¬ 
stand  that  it  was  quite  possible  for  them  to  be  good  Catholics  and 
at  the  same  time  loyal  to  the  governments  under  which  they  lived. 
This  smoothed  the  way  for  re-establishing  friendly  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  German  government  and  the  papacy.  These  measures 
pleased  the  Center  party  and  made  it  more  disposed  to  support 
Bismarck’s  measures. 

The  Conservative  party  was  won  over,  partly  by  Bismarck’s 
hostility  to  the  Socialists,  and  partly  by  the  fact  that  he  was  now 
ready  to  abandon  the  policy  of  free  trade.  The  great  landowners 
|  of  Prussia  wanted  duties  levied  on  farm  products,  especially  on  the 
importation  of  Russian  grain,  so  that  they  could  get  higher  prices 
for  their  own  products.  At  the  same  time  the  people  interested  in 
developing  German  industries,  especially  the  iron  and  cloth  in¬ 
dustries,  wanted  tariffs  on  manufactured  commodities  in  order  to 
protect  them  against  English  competition.  To  please  the  land- 
owners  and  the  manufacturers  Bismarck  therefore  introduced  a 
tariff  bill  into  the  Reichstag  in  1879.  Supported  by  the  Conserva¬ 
tives,  by  those  National  Liberals  who  represented  the  great  indus¬ 
trial  interests,  and  by  the  Center,  the  tariff  bill  was  passed  by  a 
large  majority.  This  was  the  beginning  of  the  disruption  of  the 
powerful  National  Liberal  Party.  Less  than  half  of  the  old  Na¬ 
tional  Liberals  continued  to  support  Bismarck;  the  rest  of  them 
ultimately  formed  a  union  with  the  Progressive  Liberals. 

Bismarck’s  break  with  the  Liberals  was  now  complete.  From 
1879  to  1890  his  government  was  supported  by  a  “Conservative 
block”  composed  of  the  Conservatives,  the  Center,  and  what 
remained  of  the  old  National  Liberals.  With  this  strong  Con¬ 
servative  support  Bismarck  set  himself  the  congenial  task  of 
destroying  the  Social-Democratic  party  and  utterly  rooting  out 
Socialist  ideas.  Thus  the  clock  would  be  effectively  “set  back.” 
Let  us  see  whether  he  succeeded. 
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How  Bismarck  tried  in  vain  to  destroy  socialism  in  Germany, 
1878-1890.  In  his  effort  to  destroy  socialism  Bismarck  employed 
two  methods.  The  first  was  to  make  it  dangerous  to  be  a  Socialist. 
Laws  were  passed  outlawing  the  Socialist  party,  suppressing  its 
newspapers,  and  prohibiting  its  meetings.  Socialist  leaders  were 
arrested  and  imprisoned  or  else  expelled  from  the  country.  These 
laws  were  in  force  until  1890.  During  this  time  the  life  of  the 
German  Socialist  was  that  of  a  criminal  seeking  to  escape  the 
police. 

The  second  method  employed  by  Bismarck  was  to  wean  the 
working  classes  away  from  Socialist  ideas  by  conferring  benefits 
upon  them.  In  1883,  1884,  and  1887  he  with  difficulty  got  the 
Reichstag  to  pass  what  were  called  the  Social  Insurance  Acts. 
These  laws  provided  that  in  case  of  illness,  accident,  or  old-age  in¬ 
capacity,  workers  should  be  paid  a  sum  of  money  on  which  to  live. 
Bismarck’s  “socialism”  was  designed  only  in  part  to  benefit  the 
workers.  It  was  chiefly  designed  to  place  them  under  obligations 
to  the  government,  in  the  hope  that  they  would  then  hesitate  to 
join  a  Socialist  organization  for  fear  of  losing  their  insurance.  In 
advocating  the  law  of  1884,  Bismarck  said: 

Give  the  workingman  the  right  to  work  as  long  as  he  is 
healthy;  assure  him  care  when  he  is  sick;  assure  him  maintenance 
when  he  is  old.  If  you  do  that  .  .  .  then  I  believe  the  gentlemen 
of  the  Socialist-Democratic  program  will  sound  their  bird-calls 
in  vain. 

Bismarck’s  attempt  to  destroy  socialism  was  a  complete  failure. 
For  twelve  years,  in  spite  of  a  vigilant  police,  the  Socialists  man¬ 
aged  to  hold  secret  meetings,  and  newspapers— printed  abroad  and 
smuggled  in— were  somehow  circulated.  At  each  election  candi¬ 
dates  were  agreed  upon,  and  more  people  voted  for  the  Socialists 
during  the  years  of  repressive  legislation  than  ever  before.  For 
twelve  years  Bismarck  had  used  all  the  resources  of  a  powerful 
government  to  destroy  the  Social-Democratic  party;  at  the  end  of 
that  time  the  party  was  three  times  as  strong  as  it  had  been  in 
the  beginning.  In  1890,  when  Bismarck  retired,  the  repressive 
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laws  were  repealed.  The  Social-Democratic  party  at  once  resumed 
its  public  activities,  and  after  1890  it  rapidly  increased  in  numbers 
and  influence. 

What  is  the  explanation  of  this  rapid  growth  of  the  Social- 
Democratic  party?  Does  it  mean  that  the  German  people  were 
turning  Socialists  and  preparing  for  the  social  revolution  pre¬ 
dicted  by  Karl  Marx?  Not  at  all.  It  means  that  during  the  period 
from  1890  to  1914  the  Socialists  adopted  less  revolutionary  doc¬ 
trines.  As  their  doctrines  became  less  revolutionary,  they  became 
less  feared,  and  many  people  who  were  not  Socialists  voted  for 
candidates  of  the  Socialist  party. 

How  the  Socialists  revised  their  doctrines  and  thereby  won  many 
votes.  In  1890  Karl  Marx  had  been  dead  seven  years,  and  his 
great  influence  was  declining.  Many  Socialists  felt  that  he  had 
been  mistaken  in  predicting  the  speedy  collapse  of  the  capitalist 
system.  Statistics  seemed  to  prove  that  land  and  capital  were  not 
being  concentrated  in  the  hands  of  very  rich  capitalists  and  that 
the  mass  of  people  were  not  being  reduced  to  wage  slaves.  On 
the  contrary,  the  working  classes  were  better  off  than  formerly. 
The  social  revolution  seemed  a  long  time  coming.  Many  Social¬ 
ists  felt,  therefore,  that  the  doctrines  of  Marx  needed  to  be  revised. 
The  leader  of  the  “Revisionists"  was  Edward  Bernstein.  Bernstein 
maintained  that  the  social  revolution  would  come,  not  by  any  sud¬ 
den  revolutionary  upheaval,  but  by  a  slow  and  peaceful  evolution. 
The  thing  for  the  Socialists  to  do,  he  said,  was  to  gain  political 
power  and  to  get  what  they  wanted  by  forcing  the  government  to 
pass  laws  favorable  to  the  mass  of  the  people. 

The  Socialists  revised  their  program  at  a  conference  at  Erfurt 
in  1891.  The  Erfurt  Program  reaffirmed  the  theories  of  Karl 
Marx,  but  it  did  not  emphasize  the  idea  of  the  coming  social  revo¬ 
lution.  The  chief  emphasis  was  placed  on  the  practical  legislative 
reforms  which  the  party  would  work  for. 

The  Erfurt  Program  demanded  two  sorts  of  reforms.  First, 
those  designed  to  be  of  special  benefit  to  industrial  workers,  such 
as  the  eight-hour  day,  the  right  to  form  labor  unions  and  to 
engage  in  “collective  bargaining,"  the  extension  of  workingmen’s 
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insurance,  and  the  like.  Second,  measures  designed  to  benefit 
j  the  people  as  a  whole,  such  as  equal  rights  for  women,  control  of 
legislation  by  the  initiative  and  the  referendum,  abolition  of 
standing  armies,  income  taxes  in  proportion  to  wealth,  and  free 
medical  service  for  the  poor. 

It  is  easy  to  see  that  such  a  program  would  appeal  to  many 
people  who  were  neither  industrial  workers  nor  Socialists.  People 
who  wanted  equal  rights  for  women,  democratic  suffrage,  or  the 
initiative  and  referendum;  people  who  wanted  free  education,  free 
medical  and  legal  service,  heavy  taxes  on  the  rich;  people  who  were 
;  opposed  to  huge  armies  and  compulsory  military  service— to  all 
such  the  Socialist  program  was  attractive.  And  in  fact  the  success 
of  the  Social-Democratic  party  in  winning  the  votes  of  these 
people  was  striking.  In  1898  the  party  polled  more  than  two 
million  votes;  in  1907  more  than  three  million;  in  1912  more  than 
four  million.  At  the  opening  of  the  Great  War  in  1914  the  Social- 
Democratic  party  was  the  strongest  party  in  the  Reichstag,  with  a 
representation  of  110  deputies.  Three  fourths  of  the  people  who 
voted  for  these  deputies  were  not  themselves  members  of  the 
Socialistic  organization.  They  were  small  shopkeepers,  clerks, 
school  teachers,  doctors,  lawyers,  professors,  men  of  letters,  or 
small  farmers.  Thus  during  the  years  1891-1914  the  Social- 
Democratic  party  replaced  the  old  Liberal  parties  as  the  party 
which  represented  the  interests  of  the  mass  of  the  people  in  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  upper  and  ruling  classes. 

What  part  of  the  Socialist  program  was  enacted  into  law?  Not 
all  of  it  by  any  means.  Bismarck's  labor  insurance  measures  were 
extended  and  improved;  and  in  1911  the  so-called  Code  of  Social 
Insurance  was  adopted— the  most  elaborate  system  of  labor  in¬ 
surance  in  the  world.  It  provided  for  compulsory  insurance  for 
virtually  all  workers  (including  teachers  and  actors)  receiving  less 
that  $500  a  year.  There  was  also  a  Commercial  Code,  designed 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  industrial  workers  by  limiting  hours 
of  labor,  restricting  the  employment  of  women  and  children,  and 
requiring  employers  to  establish  in  their  industries  safe  and  sani¬ 
tary  conditions  for  their  employees. 


638 


INDUSTRIAL  REVOLUTION 


Much  less  was  done  to  realize  the  second  part  of  the  Erfurt 
Program,  since  the  Conservative  parties,  upon  which  the  govern¬ 
ment  relied  for  support,  rarely  favored  any  part  of  it.  The  Prus¬ 
sian  system  of  voting,  in  which  the  poor  man’s  vote  counted 
for  much  less  than  that  of  the  rich  man,  remained  in  force. 
Needless  to  say,  the  standing  army  was  not  abolished.  On  the 
contrary,  it  was  during  these  years  (1891-1914)  that  Germany 
became  more  aggressively  militaristic  than  ever.  The  government 
adopted  an  aggressive  policy  of  colonial  expansion;  and  the  em¬ 
peror,  William  II,  by  often  “shaking  the  mailed  fist”  did  much  to 
increase  international  fear  and  to  bring  about  the  great  war. 

The  Social  Democrats  were  never  strong  enough  to  control  the 
government,  never  strong  enough  to  make  much  headway  against 
the  powerful  current  of  patriotic  national  sentiment  which  favored 
a  militaristic  and  an  imperialistic  policy.  Yet  they  were  too  strong 
to  be  ignored.  In  the  years  before  the  Great  War  they  repre¬ 
sented  the  mass  of  the  poor  and  the  moderately  well-to-do  people 
who  wished  to  transform  the  Germany  which  Bismarck  had 
created  into  a  less  militaristic,  less  imperialistic,  and  a  far  more 
socialistic  state. 


II.  France,  1875-1914 

How  the  third  French  Republic  proved  more  stable  than  many 
people  thought  it  would.  After  the  fall  of  Napoleon’s  empire  in 
1870-1871,  the  National  Assembly  adopted  a  constitution  known 
as  the  “Constitution  of  the  Third  French  Republic”  (1875).  At 
that  time  the  president  of  the  republic  was  Marshal  MacMahon, 
a  former  Royalist  who  worked  with  the  Royalists  and  Clericals  in 
the  Chamber  of  Deputies  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  majority 
of  the  Chamber  was  Republican.  The  ablest  leader  of  the 
Republicans  was  Leon  Gambetta,  shrewd  politician  and  a  power¬ 
ful  orator.  Gambetta  believed  that  the  Royalists  and  the  Clericals 
were  secretly  conspiring  to  overthrow  the  republic  at  the  first 
opportunity,  and  that  the  president  was  either  their  accomplice 
or  their  tool.  He  therefore  used  his  influence  to  unite  all  Repub¬ 
licans  against  the  president  and  his  policies. 
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Irritated  by  Gambetta’s  opposition,  President  MacMahon  de¬ 
cided  to  test  his  position  by  a  popular  vote.  On  May  16,  1877, 
he  appointed  a  Clerical  ministry  under  the  Duke  of  Broglie,  and 
shortly  after  dissolved  the  Chamber  of  Deputies,  hoping  that  the 
new  elections  would  give  him  a  Conservative  majority.  To  Gam- 
betta  and  the  Radical  Republicans  the  “Sixteenth  of  May”  seemed 
but  the  first  step  in  a  coup  d'etat  designed  to  restore  the  monarchy. 
During  the  elections  Gambetta  toured  the  country,  denouncing 
clericalism  (“Clericalism — there  is  the  enemy!”)  and  calling  on  all 
patriots  to  rally  to  the  defense  of  the  republic.  The  elections 
proved  a  victory  for  the  Republicans.  In  January,  1879,  Mac¬ 
Mahon  therefore  resigned  his  office,  and  the  Senate  and  Chamber 
of  Deputies  elected  Jules  Grevy,  a  Republican,  as  president.  The 
crisis  of  the  Sixteenth  of  May  was  over.  The  new  regime  seemed 
to  be  firmly  established. 

Yet  less  than  ten  years  later  (1889)  another  crisis,  the  famous 
Boulanger  Affair,  threatened  the  existence  of  the  republic.  Al¬ 
though  France  was  economically  prosperous,  the  political  life  of 
the  country  was  uninspiring  and  corrupt.  The  Chamber  of 
Deputies  was  filled  with  inferior  men.  After  the  death  of  Gam¬ 
betta  in  1882  no  first-rate  leader  appeared,  capable  of  uniting  the 
Republican  parties.  Scandal  smirched  even  the  highest  office 
when  it  transpired  that  President  Grevy's  son-in-law,  a  prominent 
deputy,  was  using  his  position  to  obtain  the  coveted  badge  of 
the  Legion  of  Honor  for  people  who  would  pay  well  for  it.  In 
1888  the  Panama  Company,  organized  to  build  a  Panama  Canal, 
went  bankrupt,  and  many  Frenchmen  lost  hard-earned  savings 
invested  in  it,  while  many  politicians,  so  it  was  charged,  carried  off 
the  spoils. 

Such  evidences  of  incompetence  and  corruption  discredited  the 
republic,  and  raised  the  hopes  of  the  Royalists  and  Clericals.  And 
as  it  happened,  Georges  Boulanger,  minister  of  war  and  popular  in 
the  army,  suddenly  enlisted  the  enthusiasm  of  the  people.  He 
talked  much  of  a  “war  of  revenge”  against  Germany.  He  talked 
vaguely  about  necessary  political  reforms.  The  Royalists  took  him 
up,  hoping  to  make  use  of  him.  For  months  nothing  was  talked  of 
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but  “Boulangism.”  What  would  the  great  man  do?  No  one 
knew.  He  did  not  know  himself;  but  people  believed  that  he 

was  preparing  a  coup  d'etat,  to  set 
aside  the  republic  and  establish  a 
dictatorship,  or  restore  the  Bourbon 
monarchy. 

Had  Boulanger  been  another 
Napoleon,  the  third  republic  would 
perhaps  have  come  to  an  inglo¬ 
rious  end  in  1889.  But  in  fact 
Boulanger  possessed  neither  in¬ 
telligence  nor  character;  and  when 
the  government  decreed  his  arrest 
he  fled  the  country,  leaving  his 
Royalist  and  Clerical  friends  in  the 
lurch.  It  was  a  ridiculous  conclusion  to  so  many  brave  words, 
and  in  France  nothing  is  so  fatal  as  to  be  ridiculous.  The  people 
only  laughed  at  the  poor  general  who  ran  away.  What  is  more, 
they  laughed  at  the  Royalists  and  Clericals  who  had  supported 
him.  This  universal  laughter  cleared  the  air,  and  gave  the  republic 
a  new  lease  of  life. 

The  rise  of  socialism:  How  new  parties  were  formed  and  old 
parties  transformed,  1890-1905.  The  existence  of  the  republic 
was  not  again  seriously  threatened,  but  the  ten  years  following  the 
Boulanger  Affair  was  a  period  of  great  political  excitement  and 
of  great  political  confusion.  The  excitement  was  provided  by  the 
Dreyfus  Affair,  of  which  we  shall  learn  something  presently.  The 
confusion  was  the  result,  in  part  at  least,  of  the  rise  of  new 
political  parties  and  the  changing  policies  and  alignments  of  old 
ones.  Of  the  new  parties  that  were  formed  the  chief  were  the 
Socialist  party  and  the  Radical  Socialist  party.  First  of  all,  there¬ 
fore,  we  must  learn  something  about  the  rise  of  socialism  in 
France. 

Before  1871  France  was  the  chief  center  of  socialism  in  Europe. 
After  the  collapse  of  the  Revolution  of  1848  the  Socialist  leaders 
were  exiled  and  their  organization  broken  up,  and  for  twenty-five 
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years  (apart  from  the  short  uprising  of  the  Commune  of  Paris  in 
1871),  socialism  was  practically  a  dead  thing  in  France.  But 
about  1875  workers  began  once  more  to  agitate  and  to  organize. 
In  1879  the  third  labor  congress  met  at  Marseille  and  took  the 
name  of  the  “Federation  of  Socialist  Workingmen  of  France/' 
This  may  be  taken  as  the  beginning  of  the  modern  French  Social¬ 
ist  party. 

The  Marseille  congress,  largely  under  the  leadership  of  Jules 
Guesde,  accepted  the  scientific  socialism  of  Karl  Marx.  But 
no  sooner  had  the  workers  accepted  the  scientific  socialism  of 
Marx  than  they  began  to  quarrel  about  the  meaning  of  it.  The 
chief  question  which  divided  them  was  this:  Should  the  socialists 
become  a  political  party  and  try  to  bring  about  the  social  revolu¬ 
tion  by  gaining  control  of  the  government?  The  followers  of  Jules 
Guesde  were  inclined  to  say:  “No,  it  is  impossible  to  bring  about 
the  social  revolution  by  political  action."  But  the  followers  of 
Paul  Brousse,  a  rival  Socialist  leader,  were  inclined  to  say:  “Yes, 
it  is  possible  to  help  the  social  revolution  along  by  passing  laws 
favorable  to  the  working  classes."  The  former  were  therefore 
called  “Guesdists"  or  “Impossibilists";  the  latter  were  called 
“Broussists"  or  “Possibilists"  or  “Revisionists."  (See  p.  636.)  For 
many  years  the  French  Socialists  remained  weak  and  divided. 
But  during  the  years  1889  to  1905  the  ideas  of  the  Broussists 
or  Possibilists  gained  ground,  the  various  groups  were  more  in¬ 
clined  to  take  part  in  elections,  and  the  number  of  Socialist  depu¬ 
ties  in  the  chamber  increased.  They  were  led  by  three  able  men— 
Alexandre  Millerand,  Aristide  Briand,  and  Jean  Jaures.  In  1899 
the  Socialists  were  strong  enough  to  gain  representation  in  the 
Republican  ministry  of  Waldeck-Rousseau;  and  finally,  in  1905, 
most  of  the  Socialist  groups  united  to  form  the  United  Socialist 
party.  In  1906  the  new  party  polled  1,120,000  votes.  From  that 
time  until  the  Great  War  it  was  one  of  the  strongest  parties  in 
the  Chamber. 

In  France,  as  in  Germany,  many  people  who  were  neither  work¬ 
ingmen  nor  Socialists  favored  the  social  legislation  advocated  by 
the  United  Socialist  party.  But  they  did  not  like  to  be  called 
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Piercing  the  Alps 

The  first  locomotive  went  through  the  Mont  Cenis  tunnel  in  1871.  The 
piercing  of  the  Alps  was  an  engineering  feat  of  considerable  difficulty. 

Socialists.  When  good  Radical  Republicans  began  to  advocate 
measures  of  social  reform — such  as  limitation  of  hours  of  labor, 
income  taxes  on  the  rich,  and  the  like— it  seemed  proper,  in  order 
to  distinguish  them  from  ordinary  Radical  Republicans,  to  dub 
them  “Radical  Socialists/'  The  name  stuck,  and  about  1901  they 
organized  as  a  separate  group  or  party— the  Radical  Socialists.  The 
name  is  misleading.  It  seems  to  mean  that  a  Radical  Socialist  is 
more  radical  than  an  ordinary  Socialist,  whereas  in  fact  he  is  less 
so.  Strictly  speaking,  the  Radical  Socialists  were  not  Socialists  at 
all;  they  were  Republicans  with  socialistic  sympathies. 

In  France,  as  in  all  Continental  countries,  radical  parties  sit  on 
the  left  side  of  the  chamber;  conservative  parties  on  the  right;  and 
moderate  parties  in  the  center.  Until  about  1900  the  chief  party 
of  the  Left  was  the  Radical  Republican  party.  After  1900  two 
new  parties  took  their  seats  on  the  Left— the  Radical  Socialists 
and  the  United  Socialists.  Henceforth  these  three  parties  con¬ 
stituted  the  Left.  They  had  much  in  common.  They  were 
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all  democratic,  anti-royalist,  anti-clerical,  and  more  or  less  anti¬ 
militaristic.  They  all,  more  or  less,  represented  the  poor  or  the 
moderately  well-to-do.  They  could  therefore  often  work  together 
against  the  parties  of  the  right. 

Meantime  the  parties  of  the  Right— Royalists  and  Clericals — 
were  modifying  their  policies  and  changing  their  names.  Royal¬ 
ism  seemed  a  bit  ridiculous  after  the  flight  of  Boulanger;  and  three 
years  later  (1892)  Pope  Leo  XIII,  in  an  official  letter,  advised 
French  Catholics  to  give  up  their  struggle  against  the  republic. 
Most  French  Catholics  were  glad  to  accept  this  advice,  and  in 
1901,  under  the  lead  of  Count  de  Mun,  a  well-organized  Catholic 
group  was  formed  which  called  itself  the  party  of  Liberal  Action. 

The  Liberal  Action  was  Liberal  in  two  respects  only:  (1)  it  sup¬ 
ported  the  republic,  and  (2)  it  favored  a  program  of  social  reform. 
Ten  years  earlier  (1891)  Pope  Leo  had  officially  expressed  his  sym¬ 
pathy  for  the  working  classes.  Although  denouncing  Marxian 
socialism  as  an  evil  to  be  combated,  he  declared  that  every  man 
has  a  right  to  live,  and  therefore  to  a  living  wage.  He  urged 
governments  to  pass  laws  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  working 
classes.  The  Liberal  Action,  like  the  Catholic  Center  in  Germany, 
accepted  the  papal  program  of  social  reform,  and  in  such  matters 
often  voted  with  the  parties  of  the  Left.  But  it  sat  on  the  Right, 
and  in  most  respects  was  a  conservative  party:  (1)  it  opposed 
Marxian  socialism;  (2)  it  opposed  anti-clerical  laws;  and  (3)  al¬ 
though  it  accepted  the  republic  it  believed  rather  in  government 
for  the  people  than  in  government  by  the  people. 

Many  former  Royalists  and  Clericals  refused  to  join  the  party 
of  Liberal  Action.  They  could  not  accept  its  program  of  social 
reform.  They  were  opposed  to  socialism  in  all  its  forms.  There¬ 
fore  many  former  Royalists  united  with  many  conservative  Repub¬ 
licans  to  form  a  new  party  in  the  Chamber  of  Deputies.  The  new 
party  represented  the  old  landed  aristocracy  and  the  new  business 
aristocracy  created  by  the  Industrial  Revolution.  It  was  repub¬ 
lican,  but  extremely  conservative,  anti-socialist,  and  strongly  patri¬ 
otic  and  nationalist.  The  party  called  itself  the  Republican 
Democratic  Union,  or  the  “Nationalists.” 
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Thus  there  appeared,  about  the  beginning  of  the  twentieth  cen¬ 
tury,  two  strong  parties  on  the  Left  and  two  on  the  Right.  Be¬ 
tween  these  Right  and  Left  parties  sat  the  various  Republican 
parties  of  the  Center.  During  the  early  years  of  the  twentieth 
century  the  Chamber  was  controlled  by  a  strong  combination  of 
the  Republican  parties  of  the  Center  and  the  Socialist  parties  of 
the  Left.  The  event  which  brought  about  this  combination  was 
the  famous  Dreyfus  Affair. 

The  Dreyfus  Affair  1894-1899.  Alfred  Dreyfus  was  a  Jew,  a 
captain  in  the  army,  and  a  Republican  in  politics.  In  1894  he  was 
accused  of  selling  military  secrets  to  the  German  government, 
tried  by  court-martial,  and  sentenced  to  servitude  for  life  on 
Devil’s  Island.  About  the  same  time  further  revelation  seemed 
to  prove  that  certain  Jewish  bankers  had  united  with  certain 
Republican  officials  to  make  money  corruptly  out  of  the  building 
of  the  Panama  Canal.  Nationalists  and  Clericals  made  the  most 
of  these  events.  France  was  being  betrayed,  they  said — betrayed 
by  Jews  and  corrupt  Republican  politicians.  It  was  better  to  have 
a  monarchy,  they  declared,  than  a  corrupt  republic.  They  felt 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  all  true  Frenchmen  to  unite  in  support 
of  the  church  and  the  army  against  unpatriotic  Jews,  radicals, 
Socialists,  and  pacifists. 

For  some  years  the  trend  of  opinion  was  strongly  anti-Dreyfus, 
pro-army,  and  nationalist.  But  between  1897  and  1899  it  was 
discovered  that  Dreyfus  had  been  falsely  accused.  The  evidence 
against  him  had  been  forged  to  shield  the  real  culprit,  Major  Ester- 
hazy,  who  was  not  a  Republican  but  a  Royalist.  This  seemed  to 
prove,  not  that  Jews  and  Republicans  were  corrupt,  but  that  Nation¬ 
alists,  Royalists,  and  Clericals  were  using  the  army  for  the  unpatri¬ 
otic  purpose  of  destroying  the  republic.  The  result  was  one  of  those 
quick  reversals  of  public  opinion  which  often  occur  in  France. 
Dreyfus  became  something  of  a  national  hero,  and  the  great 
majority  of  Frenchmen  rallied  to  the  defense  of  the  republic 
against  the  triple  danger  of  royalism,  clericalism,  and  militarism. 
In  1899  a  Republican-Socialist  ministry  was  formed  under  the 
leadership  of  Waldeck-Rousseau,  a  Republican.  It  was  known  as 
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A  Dutch  cartoon  referring  to  the  reversal  of  Dreyfus’  sentence.  Dreyfus  is 
i  shown  in  the  chariot  of  Justice.  The  horses  are  led  by  two  men  active  on  his 
behalf.  The  one  with  glasses  is  Zola,  the  famous  novelist.  Behind  are 
military  officers,  who  were  responsible  for  the  false  charges. 

the  “Cabinet  of  Republican  Defense/'  and  its  declared  object  was 
“the  energetic  defense  of  Republican  institutions."  For  the  first 
time  a  Socialist,  Alexandre  Millerand,  became  a  cabinet  minister; 
and  for  some  years  thereafter  the  government  of  France  was  largely 
controlled  by  a  combination  of  the  Republican  and  Socialist  par¬ 
ties  of  the  Left. 

Anti-Clerical  and  social  legislation,  1905-1910.  The  first  use 
which  the  Republican-Socialist  combination  made  of  its  power 
was  to  pass  a  series  of  anti-military  and  anti-clerical  laws.  Army 
officers  of  Royalist  sympathies  were  replaced  by  Republicans.  The 
term  of  military  service,  hitherto  three  years,  was  reduced  to  two. 
Then  the  government  took  up  the  more  difficult  task  of  dis¬ 
establishing  the  Catholic  Church.  For  a  hundred  years  the 
relations  of  the  French  government  and  the  Catholic  Church 
had  been  regulated  by  Napoleon's  famous  Concordat  with  the 
Pope  in  1801  (see  p.  409).  According  to  this  agreement  the 
government  appointed  the  bishops  and  paid  the  salaries  of  all 
the  clergy.  Yet  the  clergy  had  been  for  the  most  part  anti-repub¬ 
lican  and  monarchist.  To  good  Republicans  it  seemed  absurd  for 
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the  government  of  a  republic  to  support  a  church  which  they 
thought  hostile  to  the  republic.  The  result  was  that,  under  the 
ministry  of  Emile  Combes,  the  Separation  Law  was  passed  (1905). 
By  this  law  the  Catholic  Church  was  disestablished  in  France, 
The  government  ceased  to  appoint  the  bishops  and  no  longer 
paid  the  clergy  salaries.  The  church  buildings,  regarded  as  public 
property,  were  no  longer  to  be  reserved  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the 
Catholic  religion.  Henceforth  the  Catholic  Church  was  to  have 
only  such  privileges  (with  certain  minor  exceptions)  as  all  other 
religious  organizations  had. 

These  anti-military  and  anti-clerical  laws  could  not  have  been 
passed  without  the  support  of  the  Radical  Socialists  and  the  Social¬ 
ists.  In  return  for  their  support  the  Republican  ministries  made 
concessions  in  the  matter  of  social  legislation.  In  1899  the  Repub¬ 
lican  ministry  of  Waldeck-Rousseau  pledged  the  government  “not 
to  confine  itself  to  mere  political  reform,  but  to  embark  upon  the 
new  path  of  social  reform.”  Therefore,  during  the  period  from 
1900  to  1910  the  growing  strength  of  the  Socialist  party  enabled 
its  leaders,  Millerand  and  Jaures,  to  obtain  some  protection  for 
the  industrial  workers.  Hours  of  labor  in  factories  were  reduced 
from  twelve  to  ten.  Employment  of  women  and  children  in 
mines  was  forbidden.  The  Sunday  Rest  Law  of  1906  entitled  em¬ 
ployees  to  one  day’s  rest  in  seven.  But  the  most  notable  achieve¬ 
ment  of  the  Socialists  in  the  matter  of  social  legislation  was  the 
Old-Age  Insurance  Act  of  1910.  This  law,  following  the  German 
system,  established  compulsory  insurance  for  all  wage-earners 
(with  certain  exceptions)  earning  less  than  $580  a  year.  The 
necessary  funds  were  to  be  contributed  chiefly  by  the  government 
but  partly  by  the  persons  insured;  and  out  of  this  fund  each  in¬ 
sured  person  was  to  receive,  after  the  age  of  sixty,  $85  a  year  for  the 
rest  of  his  life. 

Thus  the  Socialist  party  obtained  something  in  the  way  of  social 
legislation.  It  might  have  obtained  more,  perhaps,  had  it  been 
supported  by  the  labor  unions.  But  in  France  the  labor  unions 
( syndicats )  had  adopted  another  doctrine,  which  is  known  as 
syndicalism. 
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A  Strike  of  Railway  Workers 

A  railway  being  constructed  in  1888  from  Limoges  to  Brives,  in  France,  was 

delayed  by  a  strike  for  higher  wages. 


Syndicalism:  How  it  differed  from  socialism  in  theory  and  prac¬ 
tice.  Many  French  workingmen  were  dissatisfied  with  the  United 
Socialist  party  for  two  reasons.  In  the  first  place  the  Socialist 
party  had  virtually  abandoned  the  idea  of  Marx  that  the  social 
revolution  would  come  by  a  violent  upheaval.  To  many  French 
workers  this  seemed  like  a  back-sliding  in  the  faith.  Why  talk 
of  a  social  revolution  at  all,  they  said,  if  it  meant  no  more  than  a 
few  laws  limiting  the  hours  of  labor  and  requiring  manufacturers 
to  provide  sanitary  wash  basins  in  factories?  How  could  there  be 
a  social  revolution  without  a  revolution? 

There  was  a  second  reason  for  the  dissatisfaction  of  the  French 
workers  with  the  Socialist  party.  The  Frenchman — especially  the 
working-class  Frenchman— is  by  tradition  and  by  temperament 
suspicious  of  men  in  high  office.  He  easily  suspects  the  honesty 
of  politicians  and  ministers.  The  French  workers  were  therefore 
afraid  that  their  own  leaders,  once  elected  to  political  office,  would 
become  corrupted.  They  were  more  convinced  than  ever  when 
Millerand,  the  first  Socialist  to  become  a  cabinet  minister,  advo- 
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cated  the  use  of  troops  to  suppress  a  labor  union  strike  (1902). 
This  is  what  happens,  they  said,  when  Socialists  meddle  in  politics. 
As  soon  as  our  leaders  are  given  office  they  betray  us.  Seduced 
by  power,  they  turn  bourgeois,  and  instead  of  defending  socialism 
they  defend  the  capitalist  system. 

For  these  reasons  the  French  labor  unions  remained  aloof  from 
the  Socialist  party.  In  1895  the  various  syndicats  united  to  form 
a  General  Confederation  of  Labor  ( Confederation  generate  du 
Travail)  popularly  known  as  the  C.  G.  T.;  and  in  1906,  at  the 
Amiens  conference,  the  C.  G.  T.  definitely  refused  to  join  with  the 
United  Socialist  party  which  had  been  formed  the  year  before. 
“We  Syndicalists/'  the  conference  declared  in  effect,  “are  not 
opposed  to  the  aims  of  the  Socialists.  But  the  aims  of  the  Social¬ 
ists  are  too  limited.  The  social  revolution  can  be  brought  about 
only  by  taking  the  property  of  the  capitalist  classes,  and  as  a  means 
to  that  end  we  recommend  the  general  strike.  Let  the  workers 
vote  for  Socialist  deputies  if  they  please;  let  the  Socialist  deputies 
vote  for  laws  limiting  the  hours  of  labor,  increasing  wages,  and 
the  like.  But  meantime  let  the  workers  prepare,  through  the 
syndicats ,  for  the  great  general  strike  which  will  give  them  control 
of  society  and  enable  them  to  bring  about  the  social  revolution." 

Between  1906  and  1910  the  syndicats  accordingly  made  much 
use  of  the  strike  for  obtaining  their  ends.  In  1906  a  general  strike 
was  called  for  May  1  to  compel  the  government  to  pass  a  law 
establishing  an  eight-hour  day.  In  March,  1907,  a  strike  of  the  gas 
and  electric  workers  plunged  Paris  in  darkness,  and  in  1909  there 
was  a  serious  strike  of  the  postal  and  telegraph  operatives.  But 
the  most  serious  test  of  Syndicalist  methods  was  the  great  railway 
strike  of  1910.  For  a  time  all  the  railways  of  France  were  at  a 
standstill.  Food  was  lacking  in  cities.  Riots  occurred,  and  prop¬ 
erty  was  destroyed.  The  prime  minister  at  that  time  was  Aristide 
Briand,  formerly  a  Socialist;  and  the  strikers  expected  that  Briand 
would  sympathize  with  them.  They  were  greatly  mistaken. 
Briand  broke  the  strike  by  a  novel  method.  He  regarded  the 
strike  as  a  form  of  sedition,  arrested  the  leaders,  and  called  the 
strikers  to  perform  military  service.  If  the  strikers  refused  to  obey 
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the  mobilization  order,  they  were  liable  to  be  court-martialed  for 
desertion.  Thus  the  strikers  were  offered  the  choice  between 
suppressing  their  own  strike  or  being  tried  for  treason.  The  strike 
collapsed. 

The  failure  of  the  great  strike  of  1910  weakened  syndicalism, 
but  it  did  not  destroy  the  faith  of  the  Syndicalists.  It  seemed 
only  to  show  that  the  time  for  a  successful  general  strike  was  not 
yet.  Meantime— patience,  more  effective  organization,  and  propa¬ 
ganda!  The  great  day  would  come  sometime. 

III.  England,  1895-1910 

Why  and  how  the  British  Labor  party  was  formed,  1899-1906. 

For  many  years  the  British  laboring  classes  took  no  steps  to  form 
a  political  party  of  their  own.  They  felt  that  they  could  get  what 
!  they  wanted  through  the  trade  unions.  After  the  repeal  of  the  old 
laws  against  the  trade  unions  in  1875  the  number  of  unions  in¬ 
creased— slowly  at  first,  rapidly  after  about  1884.  By  1905  there 
were  1136  unions  in  Great  Britain.  Each  union  governed  itself 
and  looked  after  the  interests  of  its  own  members;  but  there  were 
two  organizations  which  represented  the  interests  of  the  unions 
as  a  whole.  These  were  the  annual  Trade  Union  Congress  and  the 
General  Federation  of  Trade  Unions. 

During  these  early  years  the  unions  relied  upon  strikes  and 
collective  bargaining  to  defend  the  interests  of  the  workers.  Be¬ 
tween  1881  and  1905  there  were  in  Great  Britain  some  thirty 
thousand  strikes,  involving  181,407  industrial  establishments,  and 
nearly  nine  million  workers.  About  half  of  these  strikes  were  suc¬ 
cessful  in  forcing  employers  to  raise  wages  or  shorten  hours.  The 
unions  themselves  took  no  part  in  politics.  Most  of  the  industrial 
workers  supported  the  old  Liberal  party  of  Gladstone,  hoping  that 
the  “Grand  Old  Man”  would  take  care  of  their  interests.  But 
from  the  first,  some  of  the  working  class  thought  they  ought  to 
elect  candidates  of  their  own;  and  after  1874  there  were  always  a 
few  Labor  members  in  the  House  of  Commons.  The  Labor 
members  usually  supported  the  Liberal  party,  and  were  therefore 
known  as  “Liberal-Labor,”  or  “Lib-Labs.” 
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Thus  until  about  1899  the  British  working  classes  tried  to 
defend  their  interests  by  strikes  and  collective  bargaining,  and  by 

voting  for  Liberal  or  Liberal-Labor 
members  in  the  Llouse  of  Com¬ 
mons.  But  by  the  end  of  the 
century  they  were  convinced  that 
these  methods  were  not  in  them¬ 
selves  sufficient.  They  felt  that 
they  must  go  into  the  political 
game  in  earnest.  The  result  was 
the  formation  of  the  British  Labor 
party.  What  was  it  that  con¬ 
vinced  the  industrial  workers  that 
they  needed  a  political  party  of 
their  own?  Two  things  chiefly: 

(1)  the  spread  of  socialism;  and 

(2)  the  indifference  of  the  old 
parties  to  the  interests  of  the  labor¬ 
ing  classes. 

1.  Socialism.  Socialism  had  little 
or  no  influence  among  the  Eng¬ 
lish  workers  until  about  1880.  In  that  year  many  workers  were 
reading  Progress  and  Poverty  (published  in  1879) — a  powerful 
attack  on  private  property  in  land,  by  an  American  writer, 
Henry  George.  In  1881  Henry  Hyndman  and  the  poet  William 
Morris  founded  the  Social  Democratic  Federation  for  propa¬ 
gating  the  scientific  socialism  of  Karl  Marx.  In  1883  the  Fabian 
Society  was  founded.  It  was  never  strong  in  numbers,  but  it 
included  many  famous  scholars  and  writers,  such  as  the  economists 
Sidney  and  Beatrice  Webb,  the  novelist  H.  G.  Wells,  and  the 
playwright  George  Bernard  Shaw.  The  object  of  the  Fabians  was 
to  change  the  ideas  of  people  by  talking  and  writing.  They  were 
disciples  of  Marx  without  his  passionate  hatreds.  They  did  not 
preach  class  war.  They  ridiculed  existing  ideas  and  customs,  in 
the  spirit  of  Bernard  Shaw,  or  collected  information  about  the 
conditions  of  the  laboring  classes,  after  the  manner  of  Sidney  and 
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Queen  Victoria 
Queen  Victoria  reigned  over  the 
British  Empire  from  1837  to 
1901.  She  is  shown  here  with 
her  daughter,  Victoria,  wife  of' 
Frederick  III  of  Germany. 
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Beatrice  Webb.  It  is  owing  chiefly  to  the  Fabians  that  English¬ 
men  no  longer  shudder  when  the  word  socialism  is  heard. 

The  Socialist  organizations  never  had  many  members.  With 
true'  British  conservatism,  the  workers  refused  to  label  themselves 
Socialists.  But  Socialist  discussion  helped  to  convince  them  that 
there  was  a  sharp  conflict  between  the  interests  of  the  upper 
classes  and  the  working  classes,  and  that  since  the  interests  of  the 
upper  classes  were  represented  by  the  two  old  parties  ( Liberal  and 
Conservative),  the  interests  of  the  working  classes  would  never 
be  properly  attended  to  until  there  was  a  workingman’s  party  to 
do  it. 

2.  Indifference  of  the  Conservative  and  Liberal  parties.  For  years 
the  workers  had  relied  on  the  old  parties— the  Liberal  party 
especially— to  defend  their  interests  in  Parliament.  But  even  the 
great  Liberal  leader,  Gladstone,  the  “Grand  Old  Man,”  never 
really  understood  why  the  workers  were  dissatisfied.  The  Grand 
Old  Man  died  in  1898.  Meantime,  the  Conservative  party,  which 
was  in  power  from  1895  to  1905,  was  even  less  interested  than  the 
Liberals  in  the  demands  of  the  laboring  classes.  The  truth  is  that 
the  extension  of  the  suffrage  to  workers  in  1867  and  1884  had 
changed  the  government  of  England  very  little.  England  was 
still  governed,  as  it  had  been  for  centuries,  by  the  upper  classes. 
The  workers  were  becoming  convinced  of  this.  What  would  the 
Conservative  party  ever  do  for  the  laboring  man?  What  had  even 
the  Liberal  party  ever  done?  Nothing,  really,  since  they  had  no 
interest  in  doing  anything. 

For  these  reasons  the  industrial  workers  were  convinced  that 
they  must  form  a  party  of  their  own.  The  first  step  was  taken 
in  1899  by  a  conference  composed  chiefly  of  representatives  from 
the  Trade  Union  Congress,  the  Social  Democratic  Federation, 
and  the  Fabian  Society.  This  conference  voted  to  establish 

a  distinct  Labor  group  in  Parliament  ...  to  co-operate  with  any 
party  which,  for  the  time  being,  may  be  engaged  in  promoting 
legislation  in  the  direct  interest  of  Labor. 

This  was  the  real  beginning  of  the  British  Labor  party.  But  for 
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some  years  there  were  disputes  between  the  Socialist  and  non- 
Socialist  members.  The  former  wished  the  new  party  to  call  itself 
“Socialist”  and  to  adopt  a  more  socialistic  program;  the  latter,  or 
some  of  them,  wished  to  exclude  the  Socialists  altogether.  In  1904 
it  was  voted  not  to  exclude  the  Socialists;  in  1906  it  was  voted 
to  call  the  party  simply  the  “Labor  party.”  The  Labor  party  was 
supported  mainly  by  non-Socialist  trade  unionists;  nevertheless 
its  principal  leaders  (Ramsay  MacDonald,  Arthur  Henderson, 
Philip  Snowden,  and  Keir  Hardie)  were  Socialists,  and  its  program 
of  social  reform  was  similar  to  that  of  the  Socialist  parties  in 
Germany  and  France.  For  the  first  time  the  laboring  classes  were 
represented  in  Parliament  by  a  party  strong  enough  to  make  itself 
felt.  In  1906  the  new  party  elected  twenty-nine  members  to  the 
House  of  Commons.  By  1910  its  representation  had  increased  to 
forty  members. 

How  the  Liberal  party  became  more  liberal  and  united  with  the 
Labor  party  to  carry  through  a  program  of  social  reform,  1906-1914. 

After  ten  years  of  power  the  Conservatives  were  thoroughly  un¬ 
popular,  partly  because  they  had  involved  the  country  in  the  Boer 
War  (see  page  688).  Criticized  for  their  successes  as  well  as  their 
failures,  they  were  hopelessly  defeated  in  the  elections  of  1906. 
Under  Sir  Henry  Campbell-Bannerman,  a  Liberal  ministry  was 
formed,  which  was  supported  by  the  Labor  party  and  the  Irish 
Nationalists — in  all,  a  combination  of  514  members  against  156 
Conservatives.  For  ten  years  England  was  governed  by  this  Lib- 
eral-Labor-Irish  combination  which,  under  able  leaders,  carried 
through  an  extensive  program  of  social  reform.  Who  were  the 
leaders?  What  was  the  program? 

The  chief  Liberal  leaders  were  Herbert  H.  Asquith  (prime  min¬ 
ister,  1908-1916)  and  David  Lloyd  George  (chancellor  of  the 
exchequer,  1908-1916).  Asquith,  like  most  of  the  Liberal  leaders 
up  to  this  time,  was  well  born,  and  possessed  the  advantages  of 
upper-class  education  and  social  connections.  He  was  a  Liberal 
of  the  school  of  Gladstone— that  is  to  say,  a  pretty  conservative 
Liberal;  but  he  recognized  that  the  Liberal  party  could  retain 
power  only  by  embarking  on  a  program  of  social  reform  in  the 
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interests  of  the  common  people.  He  would  never  himself  have 
initiated  a  program  of  social  reform;  but  his  guiding  hand  was 
indispensable  to  getting  such  a  program  through  Parliament. 

The  man  who  initiated  the  program  of  social  reform  (based  very 
largely  on  the  economic  researches  of  the  Fabian  Society,  and 
especially  those  of  Sidney  and  Beatrice  Webb)  was  one  of  the 
most  striking  figures  of  recent  times — David  Lloyd  George.  He 
was  the  son  of  a  poor  Welsh  schoolmaster,  a  man  of  the  common 
people,  knowing  their  lives  and  understanding  their  hopes  and 
fears.  Without  much  learning,  he  was  gifted  with  the  qualities 
of  political  genius.  He  possessed  tireless  energy.  His  mind  was 
too  quick  and  flexible  ever  to  be  disconcerted  by  either  friend  or 
enemy.  He  had  to  an  unusual  degree  that  quality  of  great  leaders 
—a  magnetic  personality,  capable  without  effort  of  attracting  the 
constant  attention  of  the  multitude.  Above  all,  he  possessed  the 
gift  of  speech  suited  to  every  occasion.  He  was  lucid  and  persua¬ 
sive  in  exposition;  capable  of  beclouding  an  issue  with  a  fog  of 
words  or  of  evading  it  with  clever  and  humorous  badinage;  capable 
also  of  rising  in  crucial  moments  to  real  eloquence,  passionate, 
denunciatory,  appealing. 

These  two  great  leaders  were  supported  by  many  able  men  in 
their  own  party,  such  as  John  Morley,  Edward  Grey,  and  the 
brilliant  Winston  Churchill.  Of  equal  importance  were  the  lead¬ 
ers  of  the  Labor  party  and  of  the  Socialists:  John  Burns,  Ramsay 
MacDonald,  Arthur  Henderson,  Philip  Snowden,  and  Keir  Hardie. 

Such  were  the  leaders.  What  was  the  program?  The  program 
consisted  of  measures  designed:  (1)  to  benefit  the  workers  di¬ 
rectly;  (2)  to  distribute  the  burdens  of  government  more  equally 
between  the  rich  and  the  poor;  ( 3 )  to  weaken  the  political  power 
of  the  aristocracy  and  the  Conservative  party. 

1.  Measures  designed  to  help  the  workers  directly.  Laws  regulat¬ 
ing  the  conditions  of  labor  in  factories  had  often  been  passed 
before,  and  in  1902,  under  the  Conservative  government,  all  pre¬ 
vious  laws  of  that  sort  were  systematized  in  a  single  “Factory 
Code.”  In  1906  Parliament  adopted  a  similar  code  for  mines. 
The  employment  of  women  and  children  in  mines  was  forbidden, 
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and  the  conditions  of  labor  strictly  regulated.  In  1908  hours  of 
labor  in  mines  were  limited  to  eight  hours  per  day.  In  1906  a 
workingman’s  Compensation  Law  was  passed  which  compelled 
employers  to  pay  laborers  for  injuries  sustained  while  working. 

The  most  important  measures  of  this  sort  were  the  pension  and 
insurance  laws.  The  Old-Age  Pension  Act  (1908)  provided  that 
laborers  reaching  the  age  of  seventy  should  receive  a  dollar  a  week 
from  the  government.  In  1911  the  National  Insurance  Act,  mod¬ 
eled  upon  the  German  Social  Insurance  laws,  provided  for  a  fund 
made  up  from  contributions  by  the  government,  the  employers, 
and  the  laborers.  From  this  fund  laborers  unable  to  work  on 
account  of  illness  or  injury  were  to  receive  a  certain  small  sum 
each  week  for  a  limited  time. 

The  sums  received  by  the  laborers  were  very  small,  but  these 
measures  had  a  greater  significance  than  can  be  measured  by  the 
sums  of  money  paid.  They  were  based  upon  the  idea  that  the 
wage-earner  does  not  receive  his  just  share  of  the  wealth  created 
by  labor  and  capital  and  that  consequently  the  government  and 
the  employers  are  bound  to  make  it  up  to  him  when  he  needs  it. 

2.  Measures  designed  to  equalize  the  burdens  of  government: 
The  Budget  of  1909.  The  famous  Lloyd  George  budget  of  1909 
was  the  outcome  of  financial  difficulties.  Military  and  naval 
expenses  were,  as  they  always  had  been,  very  great.  In  addition,  the 
Old-Age  Pension  Act  of  1908  greatly  increased  the  expenses  of 
government.  Where  was  the  money  to  come  from?  The  Con¬ 
servatives  were  in  favor  of  laying  duties  on  imports.  But  the 
Liberals  said  that  tariffs  would  burden  the  poor  as  much  as  the 
rich.  Lloyd  George  said  that  the  time  had  come  to  'day  the 
heaviest  burdens  on  the  broadest  backs.”  The  broadest  backs, 
according  to  him,  were  those  of  the  owners  of  great  landed  estates. 
Much  of  their  land  was  unproductive,  kept  for  parks  and  game 
preserves.  Very  beautiful  these  were,  but  serving  the  ease  and  com¬ 
fort  only  of  the  privileged  few.  "Who  ordained  that  a  few  should 
have  the  land  of  Great  Britain  as  a  perquisite!”  Lloyd  George 
exclaimed,  "Who  made  ten  thousand  people  owners  of  the  soil, 
and  the  rest  of  us  trespassers  in  the  land  of  our  birth!” 
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Skilled  Workmen 
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Lloyd  George's  budget  was  therefore  designed  to  lay  extra  bur¬ 
dens  upon  the  privileged  possessors  of  the  land.  Its  main  pro¬ 
visions  were:  (1)  a  tax  of  20  per  cent  upon  the  increase  in  land 
values,  when  the  increase  was  due,  not  to  improvements  made  by 
the  owner  but  to  growth  of  population  or  to  industrial  develop- 
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ment;  (2)  a  tax  of  2  per  cent  on  “idle  land”— land  not  under 
cultivation,  especially  parks  and  game  preserves;  ( 3 )  a  tax  of  5  per 
cent  on  “mining  royalties.”  The  fortunate  possessors  of  the  land 
where  iron  and  coal  deposits  were  found  received  a  certain  sum 
for  every  ton  taken  from  the  mines,  thus  growing  rich  from  luck 
rather  than  by  any  labor  or  merit  of  their  own.  These  royalties 
were  now  to  be  taxed. 

The  object  of  Lloyd  George’s  budget  was  thus  twofold:  (1)  to 
lay  extra  tax  burdens  on  the  owners  of  land;  (2)  to  induce  land- 
owners  to  put  idle  land  to  some  use.  The  budget  was  more  than 
a  revenue  measure;  it  was  also  a  measure  of  social  reform  intended 
to  equalize  the  possessions  of  the  rich  and  the  poor. 

3.  Measures  designed  to  lessen  the  political  power  of  the  Con¬ 
servative  party.  Lloyd  George  was  at  once  denounced  by  the 
Conservative  landowners.  The  budget  was  described  as  a  bare¬ 
faced  confiscation  of  private  property,  and  the  Conservatives  de¬ 
termined  to  defeat  it  at  all  hazards.  This  they  could  not  do  in  the 
House  of  Commons,  where  the  Liberal  majority  was  overwhelm¬ 
ing.  But  the  House  of  Lords  was  strongly  Conservative.  When 
the  budget  was  laid  before  the  House  of  Lords,  it  was  therefore 
rejected. 

The  rejection  of  the  budget  by  the  Lords  created  a  more  serious 
situation  than  the  budget  itself.  No  bill  could  become  a  law  with¬ 
out  the  consent  of  the  Lords;  but  it  had  long  been  a  parliamentary 
custom  that  the  Lords  could  not  amend  or  reject  a  “money  bill.” 
Was  the  budget  a  money  bill?  The  Conservatives  said  it  was 
not  really  a  money  bill,  but  a  measure  designed  to  effect  a  radical 
change  in  the  social  system.  The  Liberals  maintained  that  it  was 
a  true  money  bill  since  its  primary  object  was  to  raise  revenue. 
The  prime  minister,  Asquith,  stated  that  the  action  of  the  Lords 
in  rejecting  the  budget  was  “a  breach  of  the  constitution  and  a 
usurpation  of  the  rights  of  the  Commons.”  He  therefore  dis¬ 
solved  Parliament  and  referred  the  question  to  the  people.  The 
results  of  the  elections  were:  Conservatives,  272;  Liberals,  274; 
Labor  party,  41;  Irish  Nationalists,  81.  The  Conservatives  gained 
many  seats,  but  the  Liberals,  with  the  support  of  the  Labor  party 
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and  the  Nationalists,  still  controlled  the  House  of  Commons.  The 
j  new  House  of  Commons  passed  the  budget  once  more  (1910), 
and  the  Lords  reluctantly  assented  to  it  also. 

Having  passed  the  budget,  the  Liberal  ministry  determined  to 
curb  the  power  of  the  Lords.  For  this  purpose  the  Parliament 
Act  was  passed  in  1911.  It  provided  that  money  bills  passed  by 
the  House  of  Commons  should  become  effective  within  one 
month,  with  or  without  the  Lord’s  consent,  and  that  all  other  bills 
which  were  rejected  by  the  Lords  should  become  effective  when 
j  passed  by  three  successive  sessions  of  the  Commons.  Henceforth 
the  Lords  could  not  permanently  block  any  measure  which  the 
Commons  was  determined  to  carry  through. 

Summary.  In  the  last  three  chapters  we  have  been  studying  the 
period  from  1871  to  1914  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  social 
conflict.  We  have  seen  how  science  and  invention  and  the  use 
of  machines  changed  the  conditions  of  life,  resulted  in  a  rapid 
industrial  revolution,  and  gave  rise  to  conflicts  within  each  country 
between  capital  and  labor,  the  rich  and  the  poor.  We  have 
studied  this  social  conflict  as  it  developed  in  western  Europe 
generally,  and  more  in  detail  as  it  developed  in  three  representative 
countries— Germany,  France,  and  England.  In  the  following 
chapters  we  shall  study  the  period  from  1871  to  1914  from  the 
point  of  view  of  international  conflict.  We  shall  see  how  the 
Industrial  Revolution  led  to  the  expansion  of  the  great  powers 
in  Africa  and  Asia;  how  their  conflicts  for  the  control  of  these 
so-called  '‘backward”  countries  led  to  the  formation  of  powerful 
international  alliances;  and  how  the  rivalry  of  these  alliances  finally 
led  to  the  Great  War.  First  of  all,  let  us  see  how  the  Industrial 
Revolution  led  to  a  scramble  for  colonies  in  Africa  and  Asia. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  Why  are  Germany,  France,  and  England  studied  as  repre¬ 
senting  the  social  conflict  in  western  Europe? 

2.  What  were  the  chief  parties  in  the  German  Reichstag  in  1871? 
Why  did  Bismarck  rely  chiefly  on  the  National  Liberals  until 
1878?  What  was  the  Kulturkampf?  Why  did  Bismarck  aban- 
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don  the  Liberals  and  turn  to  the  Conservatives  and  the  Center 
in  1878? 

3.  When  was  the  Social-Democratic  Labor  Party  formed?  What 
was-  the  Gotha  Program? 

4.  How  did  Bismarck  try  to  destroy  the  Social-Democratic  Labor 
Party?  How  did  he  try  to  counteract  the  spread  of  socialism 
among  the  working  classes? 

5.  How  do  you  explain  the  rapid  increase  in  the  votes  polled  by 
the  Social  Democrats  after  1891?  How  did  the  Erfurt  Pro¬ 
gram  differ  from  the  Gotha  Program?  What  part  of  the  latter 
program  was  enacted  into  law? 

6.  What  were  the  chief  political  parties  in  France  in  1875? 
What  were  their  respective  attitudes  towards  the  republic? 
What  was  the  crisis  of  the  “Sixteenth  of  May’?  The  Bou¬ 
langer  crisis? 

7.  Tell  all  you  can  about  the  spread  of  Marxian  socialism  in 
France.  What  was  the  difference  between  the  Possibilists  and 
the  Impossibilists?  When  was  the  United  Socialist  Party 
founded?  What  was  its  program? 

8.  Who  were  the  Radical  Socialists?  Why  is  this  name  some¬ 
what  inappropriate?  What  was  the  party  of  Liberal  Action? 
Who  were  the  Nationalists?  How  did  this  party  come  to  be 
formed? 

9.  What  was  the  Dreyfus  Affair?  How  and  why  did  public  opin¬ 
ion  change  in  respect  to  the  affair?  Why  did  the  Republican 
and  the  Socialist  parties  unite  in  1899  to  form  the  ministry 
of  Waldeck-Rousseau?  Why  was  this  ministry  called  the 
“Cabinet  of  Republican  Defense”? 

10.  What  parties  for  the  most  part  controlled  the  government  of 
France  from  1899  to  1910?  What  anti-military  and  anti-cleri¬ 
cal  laws  were  passed?  What  laws  beneficial  to  the  working 
classes  were  passed? 

11.  Who  were  the  Syndicalists?  How  did  their  ideas  differ  from 
those  of  the  Socialists? 

12.  Tell  all  you  can  about  the  rise  of  socialism  in  England.  How 
does  Fabian  socialism  differ  from  Marxian  socialism?  Explain 
how  the  British  Labor  party  came  to  be  formed.  Why  did 
the  working  classes  think  it  necessary  to  form  a  political  party 
about  1899?  What  was  the  program  of  the  new  Labor  party? 
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Who  were  its  leaders?  Is  the  Labor  party  a  Socialist  party? 
If  not,  why  does  it  have  Socialists  for  its  leaders? 

13.  Why  were  the  Conservatives  defeated  in  the  elections  of  1906? 
Who  were  the  leaders  of  the  Liberal  party  from  1906  to  1914? 

14.  How  did  the  liberalism  of  Lloyd  George  differ  from  the  liber¬ 
alism  of  Gladstone?  Why  did  the  Labor  party  support  the 
Liberal  government  from  1906  to  1914?  What  program  of 
social  reform  was  enacted  into  law  between  1906  and  1910? 

15.  Comparing  the  history  of  Germany,  France,  and  England, 
from  1871  to  1914,  what  similarities  do  you  see  in  respect  to 
the  formation  of  new  parties?  In  respect  to  the  chief  ques¬ 
tions  at  issue?  In  respect  to  the  kinds  of  laws  passed? 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

L  Write  definitions  of  the  following  terms  and  test  your  under¬ 
standing  by  using  them  in  sentences. 

monarchical  tradition  labor  insurance  economic  researches 
lower  middle  class  peaceful  evolution  social  connections 
anti-clerical  new  regime  mining  royalties 

diplomatic  relations  business  aristocracy  budget 
political  action  C.  G.  T.  social  system 

social  insurance  Fabian  Society  conservatism 

2.  Make  a  chart  to  show  the  several  political  parties  which  de¬ 
veloped  in  Germany,  England,  and  France  from  1870  to  1914. 
Put  conservative  parties  on  the  right,  liberal  parties  in  the 
middle,  radicals  on  the  left.  Then  indicate  how  the  different 
parties  united  or  opposed  each  other  on  the  social  question. 
Show  also  what  classes  of  people  supported  the  different 
parties. 

3.  In  the  preceding  chapter  you  learned  in  a  general  way  (a) 
that  a  social  conflict  developed  between  laborers  and  capital¬ 
ists;  (b)  that  scientific  socialism  was  used  by  labor  leaders  to 
justify  social  revolution;  (c)  that  laborers  used  collective  bar¬ 
gaining  and  votes  as  weapons;  (d)  that  many  people  came  to 
believe  in  some  kind  of  state  socialism.  Test  your  under¬ 
standing  by  making  a  list  of  actual  historical  developments 
which  illustrate  each  of  these  general  ideas. 

4.  Write  a  short  statement  explaining  the  difference  between 
the  ideas  and  conditions  which  led  to  political  revolution 
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before  1848,  and  the  reasons  advanced  for  social  revolution 
after  this  date. 

5.  Questions  for  debate:  (a)  The  Lloyd  George  budget  of  1909 
was  a  revenue  bill  and  not  legislation  for  social  reform,  (b) 
Briand  was  justified  in  making  use  of  patriotic  sentiment  in 
order  to  break  the  strike  of  the  railroad  laborers. 

6.  Write  a  brief  summary  of  the  benefits  which  laboring  people 
received  during  the  period  from  1870  to  1914  in  Germany, 
France,  and  England.  Then  state,  if  you  can  get  information 
from  a  textbook  on  American  history,  whether  any  such  social 
reforms  were  made  in  the  United  States  during  this  period. 
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HOW  IT  LED  TO  A  SCRAMBLE  FOR  THE  CONTROL  OF 

“backward  countries/'  1875-1905 

Take  up  the  white  man’s  burden.  Rudyard  Kipling 

Philanthropy  is  all  very  well,  but  philanthropy  plus  five  per 
cent  is  a  good  deal  better.  Cecil  Rhodes 

{ 
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l  _  • 

I 

i 

I.  The  New  Imperialism:  Machines  and  Capital  Demand 

Colonies 

The  extent  and  the  importance  of  the  new  colonial  movement. 

The  acquisition  of  colonies  beyond  the  sea  is  an  old  story  in 
European  history.  In  the  sixteenth  century  Spain  and  Portugal 
were  the  great  colonial  powers.  In  the  seventeenth  century  Hol¬ 
land,  France,  and  Great  Britain  acquired  colonial  possessions  in 
the  East  and  the  West  Indies,  and  in  North  America.  For  a 
century  and  a  half,  from  1660  to  1815,  the  rivalry  of  these  coun¬ 
tries  for  colonies  and  commercial  advantages  made  part  of  every 
European  war. 

For  more  than  half  a  century  after  1815  few  colonies  were 
acquired  by  any  European  country  because  the  people  of  Europe 
were  chiefly  occupied  with  the  struggle  for  political  liberty  and 
national  independence;  and  in  this  period  of  political  liberalism 
the  trend  of  thought  was  anti-colonial.  The  social  philosopher, 
Jeremy  Bentham,  wrote  a  famous  work  entitled  Emancipate  Youi 
Colonies.  He  said  that  colonies  were  a  burden  rather  than  an 
advantage  to  any  country.  In  the  middle  of  the  nineteenth  cen¬ 
tury  this  view  was  widely  held,  and  many  people  looked  forward 
to  the  time  when  colonial  empires,  including  the  British  Empire, 

663 


664 


INDUSTRIAL  REVOLUTION 


©  Screen  Traveler,  from  Gendreau 


A  Village  in  Sumatra 

Note  the  high  thatched  roofs  in  this  Batak  village.  Sumatra,  an  island  with 
a  population  of  nearly  six  million,  was  colonized  by  the  Dutch  and  is  part 

of  the  Netherlands  Indies. 

would  disappear.  But  in  the  last  quarter  of  the  nineteenth 
centurv  there  was  a  remarkable  revival  of  interest  in  colonies,  not 
only  in  England  but  in  most  European  countries.  Colonial  soci¬ 
eties  were  organized,  and  innumerable  books  and  pamphlets  were 
written  to  prove  that  colonies  were  a  necessity  instead  of  a  burden. 
This  revived  interest  was  accompanied  by  rapid  expansion  of 
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European  political  and  economic  power  in  Africa  and  Asia. 
Within  a  period  of  twenty-five  years  (1875-1900)  Africa,  hitherto 
the  “Dark  Continent”  and  largely  an  unexplored  wilderness,  was 
almost  entirely  partitioned  by  Great  Britain,  France,  Germany, 
Belgium,  and  Portugal.  Russia  built  a  railroad  across  Siberia,  and 
extended  her  influence  east  into  Manchuria  and  south  into  central 
Asia.  France  occupied  Indo-China  (Cochin  China,  Cambodia, 
Anam,  and  Tonkin).  Great  Britain  pushed  north  from  India  into 
Afghanistan,  west  into  Persia,  and  east  into  Tibet.  The  chief 
European  powers  acquired  naval  ports  and  economic  concessions 
in  China.  The  United  States  acquired  the  Hawaiian  Islands  and 
conquered  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Philippine  Islands  from  Spain  (see 
map,  pages  684-685).  What  is  the  explanation  of  this  startling 
revival  of  the  colonial  movement,  of  this  sudden  scramble  for  the 
control  of  “backward  countries”? 

How  the  Industrial  Revolution  led  to  the  scramble  for  possessions 
in  Asia  and  Africa.  Many  explanations  have  been  given  for  the 
new  colonial  movement.  The  real  explanation  is  to  be  found 
chiefly  in  the  economic  changes  brought  about  in  Europe  by  the 
Industrial  Revolution.  These  changes  we  may  best  understand 
by  considering  three  things:  (1)  the  increased  demand  for  raw 
materials;  (2)  the  activities  of  European  business  men  in  pro¬ 
moting  new  enterprises;  (3)  the  existence  of  surplus  capital  in 
banks,  seeking  investment. 

1.  Increased  demand  for  raw  materials.  The  demand  for  raw 
materials  was  of  course  nothing  new.  But  one  result  of  the  Indus¬ 
trial  Revolution  was  that  Europe  needed  more  raw  materials,  and 
more  kinds  of  raw  materials,  than  ever  before.  At  the  Peace 
Conference  in  1919  the  French  economic  experts  made  a  list  of 
the  raw  materials  that  were  essential  to  modern  industry.  The  list 
included,  among  other  things,  raw  silk,  cork,  cotton,  iron,  tin, 
copper,  zinc,  nickel,  gold,  platinum,  silver,  mercury,  arsenic,  coal, 
rubber,  and  oil. 

Now  the  point  is  that  many  of  these  things  cannot  be  obtained 
in  Europe.  Take  the  familiar  examples  of  oil  and  rubber.  Before 
1875  neither  was  of  special  importance.  But  the  gasoline  engine 
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“Main  Street”  in  a  Village  of  French  Cameroon,  Africa 

and  the  automobile,  the  truck,  and  the  airplane,  made  oil  and 
rubber  of  vital  importance.  There  is  little  oil  in  Europe,  but 
much  in  the  United  States,  Central  America,  and  Asia.  The  result 
is  that  European  governments  and  business  men,  not  wishing 
to  be  dependent  on  the  United  States  for  oil,  seek  to  control  those 
backward  countries  where  it  may  be  found.  The  same  is  true  in 
the  case  of  rubber,  which  is  to  be  had  chiefly  in  Africa,  the  Malay 
Peninsula,  and  the  tropical  regions  of  America.  Every  time  you 
blow  out  a  tire  you  are  contributing  to  the  influences  that  have 
driven  business  men  and  governments  to  seek  control  of  backward 
countries. 

2.  New  business  enterprises.  In  the  early  nineteenth  century 
England  was  the  chief  industrial  country.  At  that  time  English 
business  men  found  plenty  of  opportunities  for  new  enterprises 
at  home  or  in  France,  Germany,  or  the  United  States.  But 
towards  the  end  of  the  nineteenth  century,  as  these  countries  be¬ 
came  highly  industrialized,  opportunities  for  new  enterprise  in 
Europe  and  in  the  United  States  declined,  or  at  least  the  competi¬ 
tion  became  keener  and  the  profits  relatively  less.  Thus  it 
happened  that  from  about  1875  on,  business  men  in  Europe  and 
the  United  States  became  more  interested  in  opportunities  for  new 
enterprise  in  the  undeveloped  countries  of  Africa  and  Asia.  Africa 
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is  rich  in  coal  and  copper,  gold  and  rubber.  Asia  is  rich  in  mineral 
resources  and  oil  fields.  To  develop  these  resources  railroads 
would  have  to  be  built,  telegraph  lines  strung,  and  factories  con¬ 
structed.  What  unlimited  opportunities  for  profit  these  backward 
countries  offered  to  the  far-sighted  and  adventurous  business  men 
of  Europe  and  the  United  States! 

But  if  the  prospective  profits  from  enterprises  in  Asia  and 
Africa  were  great,  the  risk  was  also  great.  Europeans  who  invested 
heavily  in  oil  wells,  coal  mines,  or  railroads  in  these  countries 
might  find  their  properties  wrecked  by  natives  or  confiscated  by 
native  governments.  Thus  European  business  men  who  invested 
money  in  these  countries  needed  to  be  backed  and  protected  by 
their  own  governments;  and  so  wherever  their  money  was  invested 
they  were  eager  to  have  some  European  government,  preferably 
their  own,  establish  a  “sphere  of  influence,”  a  protectorate,  or  a 
colony. 

3.  Surplus  capital  in  banks.  The  Industrial  Revolution,  by  in¬ 
creasing  the  wealth  in  the  world,  gave  to  bankers  a  power  which 
they  had  never  had  before.  As  wealth  was  accumulated,  it  was 
deposited  in  banks.  People  with  great  incomes  and  people  with 
small  incomes  put  their  money  in  banks.  Big  business  men  with 
big  surpluses,  little  business  men  with  little  surpluses,  put  their 
money  in  banks.  Little  banks  put  their  accumulated  deposits  in 
bigger  banks.  Bigger  banks  consolidated  and  devoted  their  ener¬ 
gies  to  investment  on  a  grand  scale.  Thus  there  came  into  exist¬ 
ence  a  new  type  of  bankers — the  “investment  bankers,”  whose 
business  it  was  to  find  opportunities  for  the  investment  of  surplus 
capital. 

Before  1875  the  only  country  with  much  surplus  capital  was 
Great  Britain.  In  those  years  British  surplus  capital  was  invested 
in  British  industry,  or  in  industrial  enterprises  in  France,  Germany, 
and  above  all  in  the  United  States.  But  in  the  last  quarter  of  the 
nineteenth  century,  France,  Germany,  Italy,  Belgium,  and  the 
United  States  became  industrial  countries  also.  Thus  after  1875 
there  was  accumulated  in  banks  in  Europe  and  the  United  States 
more  surplus  capital  than  could  profitably  be  invested  in  these 
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Pay  Day  in  Malabar,  Java 

The  principal  industry  on  this  large  estate  is  the  raising  of  tea.  The  owners 

are  Dutch;  the  laborers  natives. 

countries.  Investment  bankers  therefore  looked  out  over  the  wide 
world  for  new  opportunities. 

Who  then  were  chiefly  benefited  by  the  colonial  expansion  in 
Africa,  Asia,  and  South  America  after  1875?  Chiefly  European 
manufacturers  seeking  cheap  raw  materials;  business  men  and  cor¬ 
porations  interested  in  colonial  mines,  railways,  or  plantations; 
and  bankers  with  money  to  lend  at  high  rates  of  interest.  Besides 
these  there  were  the  manufacturers  of  steel  and  iron  goods  and 
other  equipment  needed  in  the  colonies;  the  manufacturers  of 
arms  and  armaments;  officers  in  the  army  and  navy;  administrative 
officials;  and  young  men  hoping  to  make  careers  or  fortunes  for 
themselves  in  new  countries.  Generally  speaking,  the  classes  that 
benefited  by  the  colonial  movement,  and  who  therefore  favored 
it,  were  the  upper  classes,  who  had  wealth  and  influence — the  capi¬ 
talists,  the  people  who  owned  and  controlled  the  machines  created 
by  the  industrial  revolution.  The  mass  of  the  people,  the  workers 
of  the  machines,  benefited  little  or  not  at  all  by  the  colonial  move- 
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ment,  and  were  either  indifferent  or  opposed  to  it.  In  every 
country  the  political  party  in  favor  of  colonial  expansion  was  the 
conservative,  upper-class  party;  the  party  opposed  to  it  was  the 
poor  man's  party— the  Socialist  parties  in  Germany  and  France, 
the  Labor  party  in  Great  Britain. 

We  have  now  learned  something,  in  a  general  way,  of  the  influ¬ 
ences  that  brought  about  the  extension  of  European  power  in 
Africa  and  Asia  after  1875.  But  these  influences  will  be  better 
understood  if  they  are  illustrated  by  some  concrete  examples.  To 
show  why  Europeans  were  interested  in  Africa,  and  how  European 
powers  acquired  possessions  there,  we  shall  relate  three  stories— 
a  story  of  rubber,  a  story  of  gold  and  diamonds,  and  a  story  of 

I  high  finance. 

tt* 

II.  Three  Stories  of  Capitalistic  Imperialism 

A  story  of  rubber.  In  1876  the  King  of  Belgium  was  Leopold  II, 
an  accomplished  man  of  the  world  and  a  shrewd  business  man. 
|  Quick  to  see  the  trend  of  events,  Leopold  was  much  interested 
I  in  Africa,  the  great  Dark  Continent,  which  was  just  then  much  in 
the  public  eye  because  of  Dr.  Livingstone's  missionary  efforts  and 
the  expedition  of  Henry  M.  Stanley  in  search  of  Livingstone  when 
he  was  lost  in  the  jungle.  Accordingly,  in  1876,  Leopold  sum¬ 
moned  at  Brussels  an  international  “Geographic  Conference''  of 
scientists,  explorers,  and  public  men.  Speaking  before  this  confer- 
!  ence,  he  said:  “To  open  to  civilization  the  only  part  of  our  globe 
\  where  it  has  not  penetrated,  to  pierce  the  darkness  which  envelops 
|  whole  populations,  is  a  crusade,  if  I  may  say  so— a  crusade  worthy 
of  this  century  of  progress.” 

Leopold’s  next  step  was  to  circulate  a  prospectus  setting  forth 
the  opportunities  for  railroad-building  in  Africa.  With  the  aid 
of  some  Belgian  business  men  a  million  francs  were  placed  at  the 
disposal  of  a  “Committee  for  the  Study  of  the  African  Congo.” 
In  1879  the  committee  sent  Henry  M.  Stanley  to  Africa.  Stanley's 
party  sailed  up  the  Congo  River,  constructed  portages,  built  roads 
and  bridges,  established  stations,  and  above  all  made  treaties  with 
;  native  chieftains  which  guaranteed  them  “protection”  in  the  pos- 
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session  of  their  lands.  In  1885  an  international  conference  of  the 
European  Powers,  which  met  at  Berlin  to  adjust  the  African  claims 
of  different  states,  recognized  Leopold’s  claim  to  the  upper  Congo. 

The  territory  which  Leopold  thus  acquired,  a  dominion  of 
some  900,000  square  miles,  was  given  the  name  of  the  “Congo 
Free  State.”  In  his  capacity  as  sovereign  of  the  Congo  Free  State, 
Leopold  declared  all  “vacant  lands”  the  property  of  the  state,  con¬ 
ferred  on  the  state  a  monopoly  of  all  rubber  and  ivory  produced 
in  the  vacant  lands,  and  forbade  the  natives  to  sell  rubber  or  ivory 
to  anyone  except  the  state.  The  state  was  Leopold.  The  vacant 
lands  (all  of  the  lands  except  the  small  possessions  of  the  scattered 
tribes)  contained  vast  herds  of  ivory-bearing  elephants,  and  were 
suited  to  producing  enormous  quantities  of  rubber.  But  how  to 
get  the  rubber  and  ivory?  European  labor  was  much  too  expen¬ 
sive.  Would  the  natives  willingly  labor  to  enrich  the  Belgian 
king?  They  would  not.  Therefore  Leopold,  in  his  capacity  as 
sovereign,  required  each  village  to  deliver  regularly  a  certain 
amount  of  ivory  and  rubber.  Native  troops  (natives  found  it 
easier  to  serve  in  the  army  than  to  work)  were  organized  and 
armed  to  enforce  the  collection  of  ivory  and  rubber  from  the 
villages.  Native  women  were  sometimes  held  as  hostages  until  the 
rubber  and  ivory  were  delivered.  Native  insurrections  were  ruth¬ 
lessly  put  down. 

Leopold  was  a  humanitarian,  true;  but  he  had  ventured  so  deep 
that  unless  he  got  rubber  and  ivory  he  was  ruined.  The  enterprise 
was  a  gamble  for  great  stakes,  which  in  the  end  succeeded.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  ten  years  from  1890  to  1900  the  demand  for  rubber  in¬ 
creased,  and  Leopold’s  profits  from  rubber  alone  were  some 
$15,000,000.  These  did  not  include  the  profits  to  corporations, 
such  as  the  American  Congo  Company,  to  which  Leopold  had 
granted  concessions  and  whose  methods  of  collecting  rubber  were 
similar  to  those  of  Leopold.  Leopold’s  great  fortune  was  spent 
partly  in  building  splendid  palaces,  partly  in  land  speculations  on 
the  Riviera,  partly  in  making  Ostende  the  most  famous  bathing 
resort  in  the  world. 

Meantime,  rumors  of  “Belgian  atrocities”  spread  through 
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Europe.  Criticism  led  to  investigation.  Investigation  led  to  the 
j  intervention  of  the  Belgian  government.  In  1908  Leopold  re- 
:  nounced  -his  personal  sovereignty,  and  the  Congo  Free  State  be¬ 
came  the  Belgian  Congo.  Since  then  the  production  of  rubber 
and  ivory  has  continued,  under  somewhat  more  humane  condi¬ 
tions,  which  should  be  of  interest  to  all  of  us  who  use  or  ride  in 
automobiles. 

A  story  of  gold  and  diamonds.  The  expansion  of  British  power 
in  Africa  started  from  two  opposite  points  on  the  continent— 
Egypt,  and  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope.  The  Cape  of  Good  Hope 
was  taken  from  the  Dutch  by  the  English  in  1806  (see  page  436). 
In  1870  British  possessions  in  South  Africa,  known  as  Cape  Colony 
and  Natal,  extended  north  to  the  Orange  River.  Meantime  the 
Boers  (the  people  of  Dutch  and  French  origin)  had  moved  to  the 
north  and  east  and  had  established  there  two  independent  repub¬ 
lics — the  Orange  Free  State  and  the  Transvaal  Republic. 

One  day  in  1867  a  Dutch  farmer  saw  some  children  playing 
marbles  with  round  stones  winch  they  had  picked  up  in  the  gravel. 
One  of  the  stones  impressed  the  farmer  on  account  of  its  brilliant 
luster.  He  took  it  to  town  where,  upon  examination,  it  turned 
out  to  be  a  diamond  worth  $2500.  Similar  stones  were  easily 
found  in  the  region  round  about,  one  of  which  (the  famous  “Star 
of  South  Africa”)  eventually  sold  for  $125,000.  The  upshot  of 
these  discoveries  was  that  Griqualand  West,  a  sort  of  “no  man’s 
land”  between  The  Orange  Free  State  and  British  Cape  Colony, 
proved  to  be  the  seat  of  the  richest  diamond  deposits  in  the  world. 
Needless  to  say,  men  came  running  from  the  four  quarters  of  the 
globe.  Within  a  few  years  the  place  was  a  country  of  tents  and 
shacks,  housing  one  of  the  most  picturesque  gangs  of  adventurers 
ever  huddled  together. 

In  1870,  at  the  beginning  of  this  scramble  for  diamonds,  Cecil 
Rhodes,  a  boy  of  seventeen,  arrived  in  Cape  Colony.  He  did  not 
come  for  the  diamonds.  His  ambition  was  to  go  to  Oxford  and 
be  a  lawyer  or  a  minister  of  the  gospel.  But  his  health  was  poor, 
and  he  was  sent  out  to  work  for  his  brother,  Herbert.  For  a  year 
the  boy  worked  with  his  brother,  trying  to  raise  cotton  in  Cape 
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Colony.  But  in  1871  the  two  men  moved  on  to  the  diamond 
fields,  where  they  obtained  a  claim;  and  there  we  may  picture 
Cecil  ‘‘wearing  flannels  of  the  school  playing-field  .  .  .  his  tall 
figure  crumpled  up  on  an  inverted  bucket,  as  he  sat  scraping 
his  gravel  surrounded  by  his  dusky  Zulus/'  In  this  rough-and- 
tumble  life  his  health  improved  and  his  latent  business  acumen 
emerged.  As  he  got  money  he  bought  up  the  claims  of  discour¬ 
aged  miners.  He  formed  a  partnership  with  a  man  named  Rudd. 
Leaving  Rudd  to  watch  the  business,  Rhodes  went  back  to 
England  and  entered  Oxford  University.  There  he  listened  to 
John  Ruskin  preaching  to  the  youth  of  England  to  make  their 
country  “again  a  royal  throne  of  kings;  a  sceptered  isle,  for  all  the 
world  a  source  of  light,  a  center  of  peace."  Meantime  he  learned 
all  he  could  about  diamonds  and  business  and  the  stock  market; 
and  all  the  time  he  kept  in  touch  with  his  partner,  Rudd,  to  whom 
he  wrote  that  the  main  thing  at  present  was  to  “accumulate  the 
ready." 

The  purpose  of  “accumulating  the  ready"  was  to  buy  up  claims. 
Individual  miners  without  capital  became  discouraged.  Rhodes 
never  did.  He  founded  the  De  Beers  Mining  Company  (1880), 
borrowed  money,  and  bought  more  claims  until  in  1885  the 
De  Beers  Company,  of  which  Rhodes  was  chief  owner,  had  a 
capital  value  of  $4,207,505.  The  chief  rival  of  the  De  Beers  Com¬ 
pany  was  one  Barnett  Isaacs,  who  had  come  to  the  mines  in  1873 
with  a  capital  of  sixty  boxes  of  cigars,  had  changed  his  name  to 
Barney  Barnato,  and  within  fifteen  years  had  become  owner  of  the 
Kimberley  mines  and  the  richest  man  in  South  Africa.  Then 
began  a  conflict  of  wits  and  wealth  between  Rhodes  and  Barnato, 
the  Englishman  and  the  Jew,  for  the  mastery  of  the  diamond 
fields. 

The  result  was  that  in  1888  the  two  mining  properties  of  Rhodes 
and  Barnato  were  consolidated  into  the  De  Beers  Consolidated 
Mines.  This  new  company,  controlled  by  Rhodes,  Barnato,  and 
two  other  men,  presently  had  a  monopoly  of  the  diamond  fields 
of  South  Africa,  which  produced  90  per  cent  of  the  world’s  supply. 
But  even  this  was  not  enough.  Rhodes  had  meantime  become 
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interested  in  the  gold  fields  discovered  in  the  Transvaal,  and  there 
he  founded  the  Consolidated  Gold  Fields  of  South  Africa— a 
company  which  ultimately  gained 
a  monopoly  of  the  gold  produc¬ 
tion.  During  the  ten  years  from 
1890  to  1900  Rhodes  was  virtu¬ 
ally  master  of  these  two  monop¬ 
olies,  and  his  personal  income  from 
properties  of  all  sorts  must  have 
been  close  to  $5,000,000  annually. 

Strange  as  it  may  seem,  Cecil 
Rhodes  cared  little  for  money  in 
itself.  What  he  enjoyed  was 
the  game;  what  he  wanted  was 
power;  and  like  many  men  of 
genius  he  convinced  himself  that 
the  power  he  acquired  could  be 
used  for  the  benefit  of  mankind. 

Early  in  life  Rhodes  decided 
that  God's  purpose,  as  revealed  in 
history,  was  to  produce  a  race 
of  men  fitted  to  establish  liberty 
and  justice  in  the  world.  The 
race  obviously  most  fitted  to  do 
this  was  the  Anglo-Saxon  race; 
hence  it  followed  that  the  surest 
way  to  promote  the  fulfillment  of  God's  purpose  in  the  world  was 
to  labor  for  the  extension  of  the  British  Empire. 

Rhodes  therefore  used  his  great  wealth  for  the  philanthropic 
purpose  of  extending  the  British  Empire  in  South  Africa,  and  at 
the  same  time  he  used  the  extension  of  the  empire  in  South  Africa 
to  increase  his  wealth.  “Philanthropy  is  all  very  well  in  its  way," 
he  said,  “but  philanthropy  plus  5  per  cent  is  a  good  deal  better." 
He  took  part  in  politics,  acquired  control  of  newspapers,  sub¬ 
scribed  to  party  funds,  and  was  elected  to  office.  His  first  object 
was  to  extend  the  British  flag  over  Bechuanaland,  which  lay  be- 


Courtesy  New  York  Public  Library 

The  Rhodes  Colossus 
A  cartoon  in  Punch ,  1892. 

Rhodes  aimed  to  acquire  for 
Great  Britain  territory  from 
Cape  Colony  to  Egypt,  so  that 
a  railroad  and  telegraph  line 
(note  the  line  in  his  hands) 
could  be  run  from  Capetown  to 
Cairo.  A  popular  slogan  of  the 
time  was:  “From  the  Cape  to 
Cairo." 
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tween  the  Transvaal  and  German  West  Africa.  His  first  efforts 
failed;  but  in  1885,  partly  through  Rhodes’s  influence,  the  British 
government  took  possession  of  Bechuanaland. 

North  of  Bechuanaland  and  the  Transvaal  was  an  immense 
upland  country,  fertile  and  well  watered,  rich  in  gold  and  other 
minerals.  This  country  belonged  to  a  war-like  native  tribe  known 
as  the  Matabeles.  With  the  consent  of  the  British  commissioner 
of  South  Africa,  Rhodes  sent  three  agents  to  talk  with  the  king  of 
the  Matabeles— King  Lobengula.  The  result  of  this  talk  was  that 
Lobengula,  without  very  well  knowing  what  he  was  doing,  signed 
a  document  (1888)  by  which  he  granted  to  the  agents  of  Rhodes 
all  the  mineral  rights  of  his  country,  in  return  for  which  he 
received  1000  rifles,  100,000  cartridges,  a  yearly  income  of  $500, 
and  a  second-hand  steamboat.  The  next  year  Rhodes  organized 
the  British  South  Africa  Company.  The  charter  of  this  company, 
granted  by  the  British  government,  conferred  upon  the  company 
for  twenty-five  years  the  right  to  develop  mines,  grant  land,  estab¬ 
lish  a  police  force,  and  make  treaties  with  the  natives.  The  coun¬ 
try  was  known  as  Rhodesia;  and  for  more  than  thirty  years  it  was 
virtually  owned  and  governed  by  the  British  South  Africa  Com¬ 
pany. 

King  Lobengula  was  not  pleased  with  these  proceedings.  He 
wrote  a  letter  of  protest  to  Queen  Victoria,  in  which  he  said: 

Some  time  ago  a  party  of  men  came  into  my  country.  .  .  . 
They  asked  me  for  a  place  to  dig  gold  and  said  they  would 
give  me  certain  things  for  the  right  to  do  so.  ...  A  document 
was  written.  ...  I  asked  what  it  contained,  and  was  told  that 
in  it  were  my  words  and  the  words  of  those  men.  I  put  my 
hand  to  it.  About  three  months  afterwards  I  heard  from  other 
sources  that  I  had  given  by  that  document  the  right  to  all  the 
minerals  in  my  country. 

Thus  Lobengula  lost  his  country  but  learned  something  of  Euro¬ 
pean  civilization. 

A  story  of  high  finance.  The  story  of  high  finance  has  to  do 
with  the  British  occupation  of  Egypt.  Other  stories  might  have 
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been  selected;  but  this  one  shows  very  well  how  surplus  capital 
stored  up  in  Europe  found  its  way  into  backward  countries  and 
created  difficult  situations  which  in  turn  led  to  political  interven¬ 
tion-something  which  no  one  had  originally  intended  or  desired. 

Ismail  Pasha,  the  semi-independent  ruler  of  Egypt  (1863-1879) 
under  the  Sultan  of  Turkey,  was  a  clever  and  gifted  man.  Like 
Cecil  Rhodes,  he  cherished  a  dream  of  power,  and  like  Rhodes  he 
needed  millions  for  the  realization  of  his  dream.  He  started  am¬ 
bitious  projects  for  the  improvement  of  harbors,  the  construction 
of  docks,  the  building  of  railroads  and  telegraph  lines,  and  the 
establishment  of  schools.  The  great  object  of  Ismail  was  to  Euro¬ 
peanize  Egypt,  and  to  transform  Alexandria  and  Cairo  into  splen¬ 
did  capitals  rivaling  Paris  and  Vienna.  Such  public  expenditures 
called  for  private  economies.  But  unhappily  Ismail  was  the  most 
reckless  spendthrift  of  his  age.  Whether  at  home  or  abroad  he 
lived  lavishly  and  every  month  invented  a  hundred  useless  ways 
of  wasting  his  fortune. 

When  he  became  viceroy,  in  1863,  the  public  debt  was  already 
some  $20,000,000.  Within  three  years  Ismail  had  increased  the 
debt  to  $500,000,000.  Where  did  he  get  all  this  money  to  spend? 
Where  could  he  get  more  to  spend  in  the  same  careless  way? 

Ismail  got  his  money  through  European  bankers,  who  arranged 
loans  for  the  Egyptian  government.  The  year  before  Ismail’s 
accession  his  predecessor  had  arranged,  through  the  banking  firm 
of  Froeling  and  Goschen  of  London,  for  a  loan  of  $16,500,000. 
What  happened  was  something  like  this.  The  bankers  offered 
Egyptian  bonds  for  sale.  The  face  value  of  the  bonds  was,  let 
us  say,  $100  each,  bearing  7  per  cent  interest.  Now,  since  the 
rate  of  interest  was  pretty  high,  many  people  were  willing  to  invest 
their  money  in  these  bonds;  but  since  they  could  not  be  sure  the 
Egyptian  government  would  be  able  to  pay  the  interest  and  prin¬ 
cipal,  they  were  not  willing  to  pay  $100  for  a  bond.  They  were 
willing  to  pay  perhaps  $75  a  bond.  This  meant  that  the  bond¬ 
holders  got  about;  10  per  cent  interest  on  the  money  invested. 
The  bankers  got  a  tidy  sum  for  selling  the  bonds.  The  Egyptian 
government  got  the  rest— that  is,  not  the  $16,500,000,  but 
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A  Street  in  Old  Cairo 

A  stream  of  traffic,  two-wheeled  carts,  porters  earning  rugs,  tourists,  and 
natives  pass  through  these  massive  gates  daily. 
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only  about  $12,375,000.  Of  course  the  Egyptian  government 
had  to  pay  7  per  cent  on  the  $16,500,000.  It  was  expensive 
borrowing  for  Ismail;  safe  and  profitable  business  for  the  bankers; 
and  profitable  investment  for  the  people  who  bought  the  bonds. 
But  was  it  safe  for  the  people  who  bought  the  bonds?  That  was 
the  rub  of  the  whole  matter. 

Ismail  did  not  worry  so  long  as  he  had  money  in  his  pocket. 
The  bankers  did  not  worry  so  long  as  they  made  a  good  profit 
loaning  other  people’s  money  to  Ismail.  So  the  game  continued. 

But  it  could  not  go  on  forever.  As  Ismail’s  debt  increased,  he 
found  it  difficult  to  borrow  enough  to  pay  the  interest  on  what  he 
had  already  borrowed.  Then  the  bondholders  said:  “Pay  us  our 
interest!”  What  could  poor  Ismail  say,  except:  “I  can’t  unless 
the  bankers  will  arrange  a  new  loan  for  me.”  What  could  the 
bankers  say,  except:  “People  won’t  buy  more  bonds,  since  you 
can’t  pay  the  interest  on  those  they  now  hold.”  There  was  one 
other  thing  the  bondholders  and  bankers  could  say.  They  could 
say:  “The  British  and  French  governments  ought  to  intervene 
in  Egypt  and  straighten  out  its  affairs,  so  that  the  European  bond¬ 
holders  can  get  their  money  back— with  interest  at  10  per  cent.” 

Ismail  himself,  not  knowing  where  to  turn  for  more  money, 
asked  for  the  appointment  of  British  and  French  experts  to  advise 
him  what  to  do.  At  first  the  British  government  refused  to  inter¬ 
fere  in  Egypt  in  any  way;  but  in  1879  the  British  and  French 
governments  took  charge  of  Egyptian  finances — an  arrangement 
known  as  the  Dual  Control.  The  severe  economies  and  heavy 
taxes  enforced  by  the  Dual  Control  were  unpopular.  People  in 
Egypt  began  to  cry,  “Down  with  the  foreigners!”  A  disgruntled 
army  officer,  Ahmed  Pasha  Arabi,  threatened  to  lead  a  military 
revolt  against  both  the  Egyptian  government  and  the  Dual  Con¬ 
trol.  There  were  in  Alexandria  many  Europeans— diplomatic  offi¬ 
cers,  business  men,  tourists.  They  became  alarmed  for  their  safety 
and  appealed  to  the  British  and  French  governments  for  military 
protection. 

Whether  they  were  in  much  danger  is  uncertain.  But  finally 
the  British  government  decided  to  land  an  army  in  Egypt  and 
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invited  the  French  government  to  join  in  this  enterprise.  The 
French  government  refused;  and  on  July  10,  1882,  the  French 
warships  withdrew,  leaving  the  British  fleet  alone  in  the  harbor. 
July  11,  Admiral  Seymour  bombarded  Alexandria,  the  city  sur¬ 
rendered,  British  troops  were  landed,  and  Egypt  soon  passed 
under  the  control  of  Great  Britain.  At  that  time,  and  many  times 
subsequently,  the  British  government  announced  that  it  would 
withdraw  its  troops  as  soon  as  order  was  established.  But  even 
when  order  was  established,  and  in  spite  of  many  promises,  Great 
Britain  retained  her  control  of  Egypt,  partly  to  protect  English 
investments  in  Egypt  and  partly  to  strengthen  her  control  of  the 
Suez  Canal. 

Under  British  rule  the  Egyptians  were  as  well  governed  as  Orien¬ 
tals  were  likely  to  be  by  Europeans.  Life  and  property  were  safe¬ 
guarded.  Roads  were  improved.  The  death-rate  was  lowered. 
Schools  were  established.  Yet  the  natives,  most  of  them,  were 
never  reconciled  to  British  rule,  although  they  preferred  British 
rule  to  that  of  any  other  European  country.  Were  they  better 
governed  by  Great  Britain  than  they  would  have  been  by  them¬ 
selves?  Probably.  Were  they  better  off— happier?  Perhaps  not, 
if  they  thought  not,  since  “nothing  good  or  evil  is  but  thinking 
makes  it  so.” 

While  the  European  powers  were  engaged,  by  these  methods, 
in  partitioning  Africa,  they  were  also  engaged,  by  somewhat  similar 
methods,  in  “opening  up”  the  rich  Oriental  empire  of  China.  Let 
us  now  see  how  that  was  done. 

III.  The  New  Imperialism  Leads  to  Conflicts:  Four  Colonial 

Wars 

How  China  was  "opened  up"  and  forced  to  grant  valuable  conces¬ 
sions  to  foreign  powers.  If  you  should  say  to  an  educated  Chinese 
that  the  civilization  of  China  is  inferior  to  that  of  Europe,  he 
would  probably  produce  an  inscrutable  smile,  as  much  as  to  say: 
“These  Europeans!  How  young  they  are!  They  have  wonderful 
machines,  and  they  know  how  to  fight.  Otherwise  they  know 
little.  They  have  not  wisdom.” 
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Perhaps  he  would  be  right.  In  one  sense  only  was  China,  at 
the  close  of  the  nineteenth  century,  a  backward  country— the  in¬ 
ventions  and  the  power-driven  machines  of  Europe  had  never  been 
applied  to  the  development  of  her  immense  resources.  Rich, 
populous,  and  unwarlike,  China  therefore  offered  to  Europe  the 
most  attractive  opportunity  in  the  world  as  a  field  for  economic 
exploitation— for  the  acquisition  of  territory,  the  opening  up  of 
mines,  the  building  of  railroads,  the  investment  of  capital. 

Until  1842  China  was  almost  entirely  closed  to  foreigners.  The 
chief  exception  was  that  British  merchants  enjoyed  certain  strictly 
limited  rights  of  trading  in  Canton.  Long-standing  difficulties 
between  English  and  Chinese  merchants  ended  in  the  so-called 
Opium  War  (1839-1842),  the  result  of  which  was  that  the  island 
of  Hong  Kong  was  ceded  to  Great  Britain,  and  six  of  the  principal 
Chinese  ports  (known  as  “treaty  ports”)  were  opened  to  British 
and  other  foreign  subjects  for  residence  and  trade. 


©  Screen  Traveler ,  f  rom  Gendreau 

Cotton  Street,  Hong  Kong 

Cotton  goods  only  are  sold  on  this  street.  Hong  Kong  is  a  British  Crown 

Colony. 
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This  may  be  taken  as  the  beginning  of  the  opening  up  of  China. 
During  the  next  fifty  years  European  trade  with  China  developed 
rapidly,  and  the  number  of  Europeans  residing  in  the  treaty  ports 
increased.  Yet  the  Chinese  never  welcomed  the  foreigners,  the 
''barbarians”  as  they  called  them.  Incessant  conflict  led  to  diplo¬ 
matic  protest,  and  even  war;  and  as  a  result  of  constant  pressure 
the  Chinese  government  was  forced  to  make  a  great  many  "con¬ 
cessions”  to  the  European  powers  and  to  the  United  States. 

These  concessions  (known  as  "extra-territorial”  rights)  were  of 
various  sorts.  First,  certain  Chinese  territory  was  ceded  outright: 
to  Great  Britain,  the  island  of  Hong  Kong  and  part  of  the  main¬ 
land  opposite;  to  France,  the  provinces  of  Cochin  China,  Cam¬ 
bodia,  Anam,  and  Tonkin  in  the  southeast  (French  Indo-China); 
to  Russia,  territory  north  of  the  Amur  River,  including  the  port  of 
Vladivostok.  Second,  warships  of  European  powers  were  privi¬ 
leged  to  visit  any  Chinese  port,  and  even  to  sail  up  the  Yangtse 
River.  Third,  in  all  the  treaty  ports  (about  sixteen  in  all)  foreign 
residents  were  subject,  not  to  Chinese  law  or  Chinese  courts,  but 
to  the  law  and  courts  of  their  own  country.  Fourth,  import 
duties  on  certain  commodities,  fixed  at  the  low  rate  of  5  per  cent, 
could  not  be  raised  except  by  the  consent  of  the  foreign  govern¬ 
ments  concerned.  Finally,  the  Chinese  government  was  to  permit 
the  teaching  of  Christianity  in  China. 

How  Japan  took  a  hand  in  the  opening  up  of  China,  and  what 
came  of  it,  1894-1900.  In  1894  Japan  took  a  hand  in  the  opening 
up  of  China.  The  Japanese,  unlike  the  Chinese,  had  welcomed 
the  introduction  of  European  customs.  They  established  a  strong 
government  along  European  lines;  they  organized  an  army  and 
navy  equipped  in  the  European  manner  and  led  by  officers  trained 
in  European  schools;  they  mastered  the  mechanical  and  technical 
secrets  of  European  industry;  they  adopted  the  European  calendar, 
and  to  some  extent  European  dress  and  customs.  One  other 
aspect  of  European  civilization  the  Japanese  adopted— the  determi¬ 
nation  to  use  their  new  power  to  defend  and  extend  the  interests 
of  Japan  throughout  the  Eastern  world.  The  place  where  Japanese 
interests  needed  most  to  be  defended  in  1894  was  Korea  (Chosen). 
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Korea  is  the  peninsula  which  extends  from  the  Chinese  main¬ 
land  out  into  the  Pacific,  towards  Japan.  For  more  than  two  cen¬ 
turies  it  had  been  a  semi-independent  kingdom  which  paid  tribute 
to  the  Chinese  ruler  and  recognized  his  “suzerainty.”  But  there 
were  in  Korea  almost  as  many  Japanese  as  Chinese,  and  the  con¬ 
stant  quarrels  between  them  embittered  the  relations  between 
China  and  Japan.  The  result  of  this  quarrel  was  the  Chino-Japa- 
nese  War  (1894-1895),  in  which  China,  employing  antiquated 
methods  of  fighting,  was  quickly  and  hopelessly  defeated  by  Japan. 
By  the  Treaty  of  Shimonoseki  (April  17,  1895),  China  acknowl¬ 
edged  the  independence  of  Korea.  In  addition,  she  was  required 
to  cede  to  Japan  the  admirable  naval  port  of  Port  Arthur;  to  pay 
an  indemnity  of  $57,000,000;  and  to  open  up  to  Japan  four  new 
treaty  ports.  Japan  was  now  in  an  excellent  position  to  compete 
with  Russia,  Great  Britain,  and  France  in  the  further  exploitation 
of  China. 

The  ease  with  which  Japan  had  defeated  China  alarmed  the 
European  powers.  Since  the  time  of  Marco  Polo  it  had  been 
understood  that  Oriental  people  were  rich  and  industrious,  but 
“no  warriors  at  all.”  Now  the  Japanese  had  proved  themselves 
very  good  warriors  indeed.  Russia  was  more  alarmed  than  the 
others,  for  the  reason  that  she  wanted  for  herself  the  very  thing 
Japan  had  taken  from  China— Port  Arthur.  Russia  therefore  in¬ 
duced  France  and  Germany  to  join  her  in  “advising”  Japan  to 
restore  Port  Arthur  to  China.  Unable  to  resist  the  three  European 
powers,  Japan  very  reluctantly  restored  Port  Arthur  to  China.  As 
a  compensation,  the  three  European  powers  “advised”  China  to 
pay  to  Japan  an  additional  indemnity  of  $24,000,000. 

Having  “protected”  China  from  the  encroachments  of  Japan, 
the  European  powers  hastened  to  claim  their  reward.  Russia, 
France,  Germany,  and  Great  Britain  insisted  on  lending  China 
money  enough  (more  than  enough  in  fact)  to  pay  her  indemnity 
to  Japan,  and  it  was  agreed  that  in  case  of  failure  to  pay  the  inter¬ 
est  the  management  of  the  Chinese  customs  was  to  be  taken 
over  by  the  European  powers  concerned.  Meantime  Germany 
was  determined  not  to  be  left  out  in  the  cold.  In  1896  the 
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Gendreau 


A  Street  Scene  in  Tokyo,  Japan 

Japanese  in  Western  costumes  can  be  seen  and  also  women  in  native  costume, 

kimonos. 


emperor  instructed  his  ambassador  to  “keep  his  eyes  open  for  an 
event  suitable  as  a  cause  for  advance.”  The  suitable  event  oc¬ 
curred  in  1897,  when  some  German  Catholic  missionaries  in  China 
were  murdered,  and  about  ten  days  later  German  warships  steamed 
into  Kiaochow  Bay.  The  Chinese  government,  finding  no  Euro¬ 
pean  friends  to  protect  her  against  Germany,  yielded  to  the  Ger¬ 
man  demands.  These  were:  (1)  the  lease  to  Germany  for  ninety- 
nine  years  of  Kiaochow  Bay;  and  (2)  special  privileges  in  respect 
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to  the  opening  of  mines  and  building  railroads  in  the  rich  province 
of  Shantung  (March  6,  1898). 

The  other  powers  were  not  to  be  outdone  by  Germany.  As 
soon  as  Germany  obtained  the  lease  of  Port  Kiaochow,  Russia 
demanded  and  obtained,  on  similar  terms,  the  lease  of  Port  Arthur 
(March,  1898).  Great  Britain  obtained  a  similar  lease  of  Weihai- 
wei  for  “as  long  a  period  as  Port  Arthur  shall  remain  in  the  pos¬ 
session  of  Russia”  (July,  1898).  Fortunately,  China  had  many 
ports,  and  so  there  was  one  left  for  France.  France  demanded  and 
obtained  for  ninety-nine  years,  on  the  same  terms  that  Russia 
received  Port  Arthur,  a  lease  of  Kwangchow  Bay  (April  10,  1898). 
But  with  France  in  Kwangchow,  Weihaiwei  was  not  enough  for 
Great  Britain.  She  therefore  demanded  and  obtained  a  lease  of 
Kowloon  (June  9,  1898)  (see  map,  pages  684-685). 

How  the  scramble  for  colonies  resulted  in  a  number  of  colonial 
wars,  1898-1905.  For  twenty-five  years  the  European  powers  had 
been  engaged  in  establishing  their  political  and  economic  power  in 
Africa  and  Asia.  Difficulties  with  the  natives  had  sometimes  oc¬ 
curred,  and  the  powers  had  sometimes  come  into  conflict  over 
their  respective  claims.  But  until  the  end  of  the  century  these  dif¬ 
ficulties  had  not  been  very  serious.  Then,  in  quick  succession, 
there  occurred  four  serious  colonial  wars,  and  one  serious  diplo¬ 
matic  dispute  that  nearly  precipitated  a  European  war.  We  must 
now  learn  something  about  these  wars. 

1.  The  Spanish-American  War,  1898.  In  1895  a  rebellion  broke 
out  in  the  Spanish  colony  of  Cuba,  and  for  three  years  a  destruc¬ 
tive  and  indecisive  struggle  was  carried  on  between  the  insurgents 
and  the  Spanish  authorities.  At  that  time  Americans  had  about 
$50,000,000  invested  in  Cuban  sugar  and  tobacco  plantations,  iron 
mines,  railroads,  and  shipping  companies.  American  investors 
were  hard  hit  by  the  rebellion,  and  naturally  wished  that  it  would 
end.  Besides,  many  people  in  the  United  States  sympathized 
with  the  Cubans  in  their  struggle  for  liberty.  Then  on  February 
15,  1898,  the  American  battleship  Maine  was  blown  up  in  Habana 
(Havana)  Harbor.  What  caused  the  explosion  is  not  known,  but 
most  Americans  believed  that  the  Spanish  authorities  were  respon- 
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©  Screen  Traveler,  from  Gendreau 

A  Native  Market  in  Manila,  Philippine  Islands 

sible.  “Remember  the  Maine!”  became  a  popular  cry,  and  in 
April  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  declaring  that  the 
Cubans  “ought  to  be  independent,”  declared  war  on  Spain. 

The  war  lasted  ten  months.  The  Spanish  fleet  in  Cuban  waters 
was  destroyed  and  the  American  army  occupied  Cuba  and  Puerto 
Rico.  Meantime,  Commodore  Dewey  sailed  for  the  Philippines, 
which  were  at  that  time  also  colonies  of  Spain,  destroyed  the 
Spanish  war-vessels  in  Manila  Harbor  and  occupied  the  city  of 
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Manila.  In  negotiating  the  terms  of  peace,  the  United  States 
insisted  that  Spain  should  recognize  the  independence  of  Cuba. 
But  it  was  more  difficult  to  decide  what  should  be  done  with 
the  Philippines. 

This  question  troubled  President  McKinley  greatly.  He  tells  us 
that  night  after  night,  unable  to  decide  this  momentous  question, 
he  walked  the  floor  until  midnight.  And  then,  suddenly,  it  was  clear 
to  him  that  the  United  States  must  keep  the  Philippines.  To  restore 
them  to  Spain  would  be  "dishonorable”;  to  allow  them  to  fall  into 
the  hands  of  Germany  or  Japan  would  be  "bad  business”;  to  recog¬ 
nize  their  independence  would  mean  misrule  and  anarchy.  For 
tjiese  reasons  President  McKinley  decided  that  the  United  States 
must  "educate  the  Filipinos,  and  uplift  and  civilize  and  Christian¬ 
ize  them  as  our  fellow-men.”  So  in  the  end  the  United  States 
took  the  Philippines— and  also  Puerto  Rico. 

2.  The  Fashoda  Affair,  1898.  While  the  Spanish-American  War 
was  being  fought,  France  and  England  were  on  the  verge  of  war 
over  the  Fashoda  Affair.  After  occupying  Egypt  in  1882  the 
British  had  extended  their  occupation  up  the  Nile  into  the 
Egyptian  Sudan.  In  1898  General  Kitchener  occupied  Khartum 
and  raised  the  British  flag.  Meantime,  France  had  built  up  a  great 
empire  on  the  Niger  River  and  north  of  the  Belgian  Congo;  and 
in  1896  the  French  authorities  had  ordered  Captain  Marchand  to 
lead  an  expedition  from  the  Congo  to  the  upper  Nile.  With  a 
score  of  French  officers  and  some  two  hundred  natives,  Marchand 
pushed  into  the  uncharted  wilderness  and  after  two  years  of 
heroic  effort  finally  arrived  at  Fashoda,  July  10, 1898.  Thus,  in  1898, 
the  British  flag  was  flying  at  Khartum  and  the  French  flag  was 
flying  at  Fashoda,  five  hundred  miles  farther  south.  This  event 
brought  France  and  Great  Britain  to  the  verge  of  war.  The 
British  prime  minister,  Lord  Salisbury,  declared  that  the  entire 
Sudan  was  subject  to  Anglo-Egyptian  sovereignty  by  right  of  con¬ 
quest,  and  that  no  part  of  it  could  be  conceded  to  France.  The 
French  minister  of  foreign  affairs,  M.  Delcasse,  at  first  refused  to 
withdraw  from  Fashoda,  but  the  government  at  last  yielded,  quite 
aware  that  the  British  had  every  military  advantage.  In  ordering 


688 


INDUSTRIAL  REVOLUTION 


Marchand  to  withdraw  from  Fashoda  (1899),  Declasse  explained 
that  the  major  was  only  an  “emissary  of  civilization.”  We  must 
suppose  that  had  Marchand  represented  France  instead  of  civiliza¬ 
tion,  the  French  government  would  have  been  in  honor  bound  to 
support  him. 

3.  The  Boer  War,  1899-1902.  The  Fashoda  scare  had  scarcely 
blown  over  before  Great  Britain  was  at  war  with  the  two  Boer 
republics  in  South  Africa— the  Orange  Free  State  and  the  Trans¬ 
vaal  Republic.  After  the  discovery  of  gold  in  the  Transvaal  (1886) 
the  country  was  filled  with  gold-seekers,  chiefly  from  British  Cape 
Colony.  The  Boers  disliked  the  foreigners  (whom  they  called 
Uitlanders )  and  thought  it  unjust  that  they  should  reap  the  profits 
of  gold  discovered  in  the  country  of  the  Boers.  Under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  president  of  the  republic,  Oom  Paul  Kruger,  the  Boers 
passed  laws  restricting  the  political  rights  of  Uitlanders.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  a  law  of  1894  no  Uitlander  could  vote  until  he  was  forty 
years  of  age,  or  become  a  citizen  until  he  had  resided  in  the 
country  for  fourteen  years. 

The  Uitlanders  resented  these  restrictions.  They  said  that 
since  they  were  a  majority  of  the  population,  owned  two  thirds  of 
the  land,  and  paid  nine  tenths  of  the  taxes,  it  was  unjust  to  deny 
them  equal  political  privileges.  Undoubtedly  it  was.  But  Presi¬ 
dent  Kruger  saw  clearly  that  if  the  Uitlanders  were  given  equal 
political  privileges  they  would  control  the  government,  and  the 
Boers  would  be  a  subject  minority  in  their  own  country.  Un¬ 
doubtedly  that  would  be  unjust  also. 

Such  was  the  situation  when  Cecil  Rhodes  took  a  hand  in  the 
affair.  In  November,  1895,  he  entered  into  a  secret  conspiracy 
with  the  Transvaal  Uitlanders  to  overthrow  by  armed  force  the 
government  of  the  Transvaal  Republic.  The  Uitlanders  were  to 
prepare  for  an  armed  uprising.  With  Rhodes’s  connivance  arms 
and  ammunition  were  to  be  smuggled  in  to  them.  Meantime  a 
band  of  filibusters,  armed  at  Rhodes’s  expense,  were  to  be  sta¬ 
tioned  in  Rhodesia  on  the  Transvaal  frontier  under  the  leadership 
of  Dr.  Jameson,  a  trusted  friend  of  Rhodes.  When  the  Uitlanders 
gave  the  signal,  Jameson  was  to  cross  the  frontier  and  help  them 
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carry  through  the  revolution.  The  scheme  might  have  succeeded 
but  for  one  thing.  Jameson  was  too  impatient  to  wait.  In  spite 
of  instructions  to  lie  low  until  further  orders,  he  made  his  famous 
raid  into  the  Transvaal  before  the  others  were  ready  (December 
29,  1895).  The  Uitlanders  of  course  did  nothing,  the  raiders  were 
arrested,  and  the  conspiracy  failed. 

The  Rhodes  conspiracy  led  directly  to  the  Boer  War.  It  in¬ 
furiated  the  Boers  and  united  them  against  the  English.  Above 
all,  it  left  the  Uitlanders  in  the  Transvaal  worse  off  than  before 
and  finally,  in  1899,  they  appealed  to  the  British  government  to 
intervene  on  their  behalf.  October  9,  when  the  veldt  was  nicely 
covered  with  fresh  grass  for  his  cavalry  horses.  President  Kruger 
abruptly  terminated  negotiations  by  sending  an  ultimatum  to  the 
British  government.  October  11,  the  British  government  declared 
war  on  the  Transvaal. 

In  England  it  was  thought  the  war  would  soon  be  over.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  lasted  three  years.  Lord  Roberts,  with  250,000 
soldiers,  did  indeed  easily  defeat  the  Boer  army  of  40,000  men. 
The  Boer  capital  at  Pretoria  was  occupied,  and  President  Kruger 
fled  to  Germany.  But  the  remnants  of  the  Boer  army,  supported 
by  the  people,  kept  up  a  stubborn  guerilla  warfare.  Superior 
forces  and  ruthless  methods  at  last  brought  the  Boers  to  submit. 
May  31,  1902,  a  treaty  of  peace  was  signed  by  which  the  Boers 
recognized  the  sovereignty  of  the  King  of  England,  on  condition 
that  the  Boer  language  be  used  in  schools  and  in  the  courts,  and 
the  conquered  republics  (the  Orange  Free  State  had  joined  the 
Transvaal  in  the  war)  should  be  given  self-government  as  soon  as 
possible.  In  compensation  for  destroyed  farms  the  British  govern¬ 
ment  agreed  to  pay  $15,000,000. 

4.  The  Boxer  Rebellion  in  China,  1900.  While  the  Boer  War  was 
still  on,  the  European  powers,  the  United  States,  and  Japan  were 
engaged  in  suppressing  the  Boxer  Rebellion  in  China.  As  a  result 
of  the  ruthless  aggressions  of  foreign  powers  in  China,  the  mass  of 
Chinese  people  became  every  year  more  incensed  against  the 
“barbarians.”  Popular  hatred  was  encouraged  and  directed  by 
certain  secret  societies,  such  as  the  “Plum-Blossom  Fists,”  and 
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the  "Fists  of  Public  Harmony.”  The  latter  was  a  kind  of  Chinese 
Y.  M.  C.  A— highly  religious  and  patriotic,  and  given  to  gym¬ 
nastic  exercises  such  as  boxing.  Hence  the  name  “Boxers,”  which 
the  Europeans  gave  to  the  members  of  all  of  these  societies;  and 
as  they  were  all  active  in  the  popular  uprisings,  the  movement 
came  to  be  known  as  the  Boxer  Rebellion. 

From  December,  1899,  to  June,  1900,  disturbances  spread 
through  the  northern  provinces.  Encouraged  by  some  of  the 
Chinese  officials  and  joined  by  Chinese  troops,  the  insurgents 
gained  control  of  the  capital,  Peking;  and  from  June  9  until  August 
15  the  ambassadors  of  eleven  foreign  powers,  together  with  other 
foreigners  to  the  number  of  1500,  were  besieged  in  the  British 
Legation.  The  foreign  buildings,  missions,  and  churches  in  Peking 
were  looted;  the  business  section  caught  fire  and  was  burned  to 
the  ground. 

Finally  a  relief  army  of  about  2000  troops— Russian,  French, 
German,  British,  and  American— reached  Peking  and  on  August 
15  rescued  the  besieged  foreigners.  The  insurrection  was  ruth¬ 
lessly  put  down.  The  foreign  troops,  with  or  without  the  consent 
of  their  officers,  massacred  some  thousands  of  Chinese,  system¬ 
atically  pillaged  the  shops,  and  looted  public  buildings. 

Having  suppressed  the  rebellion,  the  allied  powers  presented  to 
the  Chinese  government  a  long  list  of  demands,  the  chief  of  which 
were  the  following:  ( 1 )  prohibition  of  the  importation  into  China 
of  arms  and  ammunition  for  two  years;  (2)  military  occupation 
of  the  chief  points  between  Peking  and  the  seacoast;  (3)  an  in¬ 
demnity  of  about  $386,000,000,  to  be  paid  off  in  thirty-nine  years 
out  of  the  Chinese  customs  and  the  salt  tax. 

One  important  result  of  the  Boxer  Rebellion  was  that  it  brought 
to  an  end  for  the  time  being  the  break-up  of  China.  The  Chinese 
governing  classes  were  convinced  at  last  that  China  must  be 
reformed  or  cease  to  exist.  The  empress  dowager  led  a  serious 
attempt  to  reform  the  political,  military,  and  educational  insti¬ 
tutions  of  China  along  the  lines  already  followed  by  Japan  ( 1901— 
1911).  Another  result  of  the  Boxer  Rebellion  was  that  it  had  a 
great  influence  in  bringing  on  the  Russo-Japanese  War. 
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5.  The  Russo-Japanese  War,  1904-1905.  In  1895,  after  her 
successful  war  against  China,  Japan  had  been  forced  by  Russia, 
France,  and  Germany  to  restore  Port  Arthur  to  China.  The 
Japanese  had  accepted,  but  had  never  forgotten,  this  humiliation. 
Russia  they  regarded  as  chiefly  responsible  for  it.  The  Japanese 
bided  their  time  and  prepared  for  the  day  of  reckoning.  Every 
year  the  Japanese  army  and  navy  were  strengthened,  and  in  1902 
Great  Britain  was  induced  to  sign  with  Japan  a  treaty  of  alliance 
in  which  the  two  powers  agreed  to  work  together  in  defense  of 
their  interests  in  the  Far  East  against  Russia  and  France. 

Strengthened  by  this  alliance,  Japan  was  ready  to  resist  further 
extension  of  Russian  power.  Two  points  of  dispute  arose.  One 
concerned  Manchuria,  the  other  Korea.  In  July,  1903,  Japan  was 
willing  to  give  Russia  a  free  hand  in  extending  her  economic  and 
political  control  over  Manchuria,  on  condition  that  Russia  should 
give  Japan  a  free  hand  in  Korea.  Russia  refused  this  offer.  Japan 
then  suddenly  broke  off  diplomatic  relations  with  Russia  (Febru¬ 
ary  5,  1904). 

The  war  between  Japan  and  Russia  was  fought  neither  on 
Japanese  nor  on  Russian  territory,  but  in  Manchuria— that  is  to 
say,  on  territory  belonging  to  China,  a  neutral  state.  The  Japan¬ 
ese  campaign  aimed  to  accomplish  four  things:  (1)  to  drive  the 
Russians  out  of  Korea;  (2)  to  take  Port  Arthur;  (3)  to  destroy  the 
Russian  fleet;  (4)  to  defeat  the  Russian  army  in  Manchuria.  All 
of  these  objects  were  attained.  The  Russians  had  not  expected 
Japan  to  make  war  and  were  not  prepared  for  it.  Korea  was  soon 
occupied  by  the  Japanese.  In  Manchuria,  the  Japanese  general, 
Oyama,  won  the  battle  of  Liaoyang  (September  2,  1904),  and 
the  Battle  of  Mukden  (March  10,  1905).  Port  Arthur  had 
meantime  been  taken  in  January;  and  to  complete  the  tale  of 
disaster  the  Russian  fleet,  sent  out  from  the  Baltic,  was  located  and 
destroyed  by  the  Japanese  (May  27-28,  1905)  before  it  reached 
Vladivostok. 

Both  governments  were  now  ready  to  make  peace.  On  the  sug¬ 
gestion  of  Japan,  and  with  the  tsar’s  consent,  President  Roosevelt 
therefore  invited  the  two  governments  to  meet  and  discuss  the 
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i  By  Burton  Holmes,  from  Ewing  Galloway 

Street  in  Mukden,  Manchukuo 

Near  here  one  of  the  decisive  battles  of  the  Russo-Japanese  war  was  fought. 
The  city  of  Mukden  has  a  population  of  nearly  400,000.  Since  the  occupa¬ 
tion  of  Manchuria  in  1931  by  the  Japanese,  the  state  has  been  called 

Manchukuo  (p.  834). 

terms  of  peace  at  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire.  In  the  Peace  of 
Portsmouth  (September  5,  1905),  Russia  agreed:  (1)  to  recog¬ 
nize  Japan’s  special  interests  in  Korea;  (2)  to  transfer  to  Japan 
her  lease  of  Port  Arthur;  (3)  to  evacuate  Manchuria.  Thus  Japan 
gained  more  than  she  had  demanded  before  the  war  began.  Her 
revenge  for  the  humiliation  of  1895  at  the  hands  of  Russia  was 
more  than  complete. 

How  the  colonial  wars  raised  the  specter  of  a  European  war,  and 
what  people  thought  about  it.  The  colonial  wars  were  important, 
not  only  in  themselves,  but  because  they  made  people  think  more 
seriously  about  colonial  expansion  and  its  possible  consequences. 
For  twenty-five  years  people  had  for  the  most  part  watched  the 
merry  scramble  for  colonies  and  concessions  without  thinking  too 
much  about  the  rights  and  the  wrongs  of  it,  or  about  the  dangers 
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that  might  arise  out  of  it.  Then,  quite  suddenly,  one  war  after 
another  came  out  of  it,  like  rabbits  emerging  from  a  conjurers  hat. 
Wars  in  China  and  Africa  were  bad  enough.  But  what  if  this 
tangled  skein  of  interests  and  rivalries  should  lead  to  a  European 
war?  The  colonial  wars  raised  on  the  horizon  the  fearful  specter 
of  a  European  war.  The  result  was  that  people  began  to  ask  two 
questions.  One  was:  “Is  all  this  ruthless  aggression  in  backward 
countries  right  or  decent?”  The  other  was:  “Is  it  safe?” 

In  answer  to  the  first  question  many  people  said,  “No,  it  is 
neither  right  nor  decent.”  In  most  countries,  during  the  early 
years  of  the  twentieth  century,  there  accordingly  developed  a  cer¬ 
tain  anti-colonial  and  pacifist  sentiment.  In  France  and  Great 
Britain  the  liberal  and  radical  parties  which  represented  this  senti¬ 
ment  came  into  power  (pp.  641,  645,  652).  In  Russia  popular  op¬ 
position  to  the  Russo-Japanese  War  resulted  in  the  Revolution  of 
1905,  which  forced  the  tsar  to  grant  a  constitution  and  checked, 
for  the  time  being  at  least,  Russian  schemes  for  expansion  in  the 
Far  East.  Many  books  were  published  by  able  and  prominent 
men  denouncing  the  ruthless  exploitation  of  backward  countries. 
Peace  societies  multiplied  and  increased  their  membership.  They 
denounced  war  as  morally  wrong  and  economically  unprofitable. 
The  cost  of  modern  war  was  so  great,  and  the  European  countries 
were  so  dependent  on  each  other  in  respect  to  trade  and  finance, 
that  a  general  war  would  ruin  all  the  participants,  victors  as  well  as 
vanquished.  It  was  a  “great  illusion”  to  suppose  that  any  modern 
nation  could  profit  by  even  a  victorious  war. 

Governments  themselves  were  alarmed  at  the  prospect  of  a 
European  war.  In  1899,  at  the  request  of  the  Tsar  of  Russia,  an 
international  conference  was  assembled  at  the  Hague  in  Holland. 
The  first  Hague  Conference  declared  that  a  reduction  of  arma¬ 
ments  was  “extremely  desirable.”  It  agreed  upon  a  proper  method 
for  submitting  disputes  to  impartial  arbitration.  Each  country 
was  to  appoint  a  number  of  judges;  from  this  list  any  two  coun¬ 
tries,  engaged  in  a  dispute,  might  select  five  members  to  establish 
at  the  Hague  a  special  court  of  arbitration.  This  arrangement, 
modified  slightly  by  the  second  Hague  Conference  of  1907,  is 
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known  as  the  Hague  Tribunal.  To  lovers  of  peace,  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  Hague  Tribunal  seemed  a  decisive  event.  “After 
centuries  of  effort,”  a  contemporary  writer  said,  “mankind  has  at 
last  been  placed  on  the  road  which  leads  to  the  remote  goal  of 
international  peace.” 

But  the  statesmen  and  diplomats  of  Europe  had  rather  less  faith 
in  the  Hague  Tribunal  than  the  writer  just  quoted.  Confronted 
by  the  possibility  of  a  European  war,  the  statesmen  in  each  coun¬ 
try  were  disposed  to  ask,  “Are  we  prepared  for  it?  Would  we 
stand  alone,  or  would  we  have  powerful  allies?”  One  important 
result  of  the  colonial  wars  was  that  the  governments  of  Europe,  in 
defense  of  their  colonial  interests  and  as  a  safeguard  in  case  of  a 
European  war,  hastened  to  strengthen  old  alliances  and  to  form 
new  ones.  The  outcome  was  that  by  1907  Europe  was  divided 
into  two  hostile  groups  of  powers— the  Triple  Alliance  and  the 
Triple  Entente.  In  the  next  chapter  we  shall  see  how  these 
alliances  were  formed  to  preserve  the  peace,  and  how  their  rivalries 
in  fact  led  to  the  Great  War. 


Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  were  the  chief  colonizing  countries  in  the  sixteenth 
century?  What  wars  grew  out  of  colonial  rivalry  in  the  eight¬ 
eenth  century? 

2.  Why  was  there  little  colonial  expansion  between  1815  and 
1875?  Why  did  the  interest  in  colonization  revive  after  1875? 
Why  were  business  men  and  bankers  especially  interested  in 
colonization?  Generally  speaking,  what  classes  of  people 
favored  colonial  expansion?  What  classes  were  indifferent  or 
hostile  to  it?  What  political  parties  were  anti-colonial? 

3.  Explain  how  Belgium  acquired  the  Congo. 

4.  Who  was  Cecil  Rhodes,  and  why  did  he  go  to  Africa?  How 
did  he  acquire  wealth  and  power  in  South  Africa?  Why  did 
he  think  it  was  the  duty  of  Great  Britain  to  acquire  control  of 
Africa? 

5.  Who  was  Ismail  Pasha,  and  how  did  European  bankers  supply 
him  with  money?  Why  did  he  have  to  pay  high  rates  of 
interest?  Who  profited  by  his  borrowing? 
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6.  How  did  the  British  government  gradually  become  involved  in 
Egyptian  affairs?  Why,  after  having  promised  to  withdraw 
from  Egypt,  did  Great  Britain  retain  control  of  it? 

7.  How  was  China  gradually  opened  up  to  Europeans?  What 
were  the  early  concessions  made  to  European  Powers?  What 
were  “treaty  ports’?  What  was  the  cause  of  the  Chino- 
Japanese  War  of  1894?  What  did  Japan  gain  by  this  war? 

8.  Why  did  Russia,  France,  and  Germany  force  Japan  to  give 
Port  Arthur  back  to  China?  What  further  concession  did  the 
powers  demand  of  China  after  the  Chino-Japanese  War? 

9.  What  were  the  four  colonial  wars  between  1898  and  1905? 
Why  did  the  “Fashoda  Affair”  almost  lead  to  war? 

10.  What  was  the  cause  of  the  Spanish-American  War?  Why  did 
the  United  States  take  the  Philippines? 

11.  What  was  the  cause  of  the  Boer  War?  Why  did  it  last 
longer  than  was  expected? 

12.  What  was  the  Boxer  Rebellion,  and  how  was  it  suppressed? 

13.  What  was  the  cause  of  the  Russo-Japanese  War?  What  did 
Japan  gain  by  it? 

14.  What  effect  did  the  colonial  wars  have  on  the  trend  of 
thought  in  Europe?  What  influence  did  the  colonial  wars 
have  on  political  history  in  France,  1899-1910?  upon  political 
history  in  England,  1906-1910?  upon  political  history  in  Russia 
in  1905? 

15.  What  were  the  Hague  conferences,  and  what  provision  did 
they  make  for  preventing  war? 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

Test  your  understanding  of  the  following  terms. 

backward  countries 

sovereignty 

Uitlander 

raw  materials 

economic  exploitation 

concession 

vital  importance 

protectorate 

legation 

sphere  of  influence 

treaty  ports 

veldt 

What  have  you  learned  about  the  following  names  and  dates? 

Congo 

Kiaochow 

1898 

Transvaal 

Marchand 

1899 

Kimberley 

Cambodia 

1902 

Bechuanaland 

Delcasse 

1904 
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2.  (a)  On  outline  maps  indicate  by  colors  or  shading  the  posses¬ 
sions  which  had  been  acquired  outside  of  Europe  by  the  great 
industrial  nations  before  1914. 

(b)  Make  a  rough  estimate  of  the  relative  size  of  these  col¬ 
onial  empires.  List  them  in  order  of  size. 

(c)  Make  a  list  of  raw  materials  essential  to  industry  (p.  665) 
which  could  be  obtained  in  each  colonial  empire.  Make  a 
list  of  raw  materials  that  each  colonial  empire  lacked.  (Con¬ 
sult  an  encyclopedia  or  geography.) 

3.  Topics  for  reports:  The  Russian  Revolution  of  1905.  David 
Livingstone.  The  Opium  War.  The  Missions  of  Com¬ 
modore  Perry  to  Japan.  How  Great  Britain  acquired  the  Suez 
Canal.  How  the  United  States  acquired  the  Panama  Canal. 

4.  Question  for  debate:  Resolved  that  the  naval,  military,  and 
administrative  costs  of  imperialism  are  greater  than  the  profits. 

5.  In  a  short  essay  of  about  300  words  tell  how  the  Industrial 
Revolution  brought  .on  a  scramble  for  colonies  and  discuss  the 
methods  by  which  colonies,  protectorates,  and  concessions 
were  obtained. 
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two  years.)  The  following  books  throw  light  on  Chinese  and 
Japanese  civilization:  M.  E.  Burton,  Notable  Women  of  Modern 
China.  E.  Sugimoto,  A  Daughter  of  the  Samurai.  S.  L.  Gulick, 
Working  Women  of  Japan.  E.  Cooper,  My  Lady  of  the  Chinese 
Courtyard.  (Familiar  letters  of  an  upper-class  Chinese  family.) 
Y.  Lee,  When  I  Was  a  Boy  in  China.  N.  Wain,  House  of  Exile. 
G.  L.  Dickinson,  Letters  from  a  Chinese  Official.  (Fictitious 
letters  presenting  an  Englishman’s  ideas  of  the  Chinese  view  of 
Western  civilization.)  L.  Yutang,  My  Country  and  My  People. 
For  interesting  illustrative  material  see  Scott  and  Baltzly,  Readings 
in  European  History ,  eh.  xii. 

Historical  novels 

E.  Lewis,  Trader  Horn.  Kipling,  Plain  Tales  from  the  Hills; 
The  Seven  Seas.  E.  F.  Pollard,  With  Gordon  to  Khartum.  G. 
Frenssen,  Peter  Moors  Journey  to  Southwest  Africa. 

Biographies 

David  Livingstone,  Missionary  Travels  in  Africa.  H.  M.  Stanley, 
In  Darkest  Africa  and  How  I  Found  Livingstone.  B.  Williams, 
Cecil  Rhodes.  G.  Le  Sueur,  Cecil  Rhodes.  P.  Jourdan,  Cecil 
Rhodes.  (Le  Sueur  and  Jourdan  each  served  Rhodes  as  private 
secretary.  They  present  different  views  of  the  man.) 


2-3 

ALLIANCES  AND  ARMAMENTS 

HOW  WAR  CAME  BECAUSE  THE  GREAT  POWERS  WERE 
SO  WELL  PREPARED  FOR  IT 

It  will  be~  better  to  depend  upon  the  great  armaments  for 
maintaining  peace.  Captain  Mahan 

The  moral  is  obvious:  it  is  that  great  armaments  lead  in¬ 
evitably  to  war.  Sir  Edwapj)  Grey 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter.  One  of  the  two  great  alliances 
existed  long  before  the  colonial  wars  described  in  the  last  chapter. 
This  was  the  Triple  Alliance  of  Germany,  Austria,  and  Italy 
(1879-1882).  It  grew  out  of  the  fears  and  rivalries  engendered  by 
the  Franco-Prussian  War,  and  was  largely  the  work  of  Bismarck, 
who  wished  to  make  the  new  German  Empire  too  strong  to  be  suc¬ 
cessfully  attacked  by  any  or  all  of  its  enemies.  For  nearly  twenty- 
five  years  this  was  the  only  great  alliance  in  Europe.  Then,  within 
a  few  years  (1904-1907),  a  second  and  rival  alliance  was  formed. 
This  was  the  Triple  Entente  of  France,  Russia,  and  Great  Britain. 
It  was  the  result  partly  of  the  rivalries  engendered  by  the  colonial 
wars,  and  partly  of  the  growing  fear  of  Germany.  From  1907  to 
1914  these  two  combinations  of  great  powers,  each  commanding 
military  and  naval  resources  never  before  dreamed  of,  confronted 
each  other  in  an  attitude  of  watchful  waiting. 

None  of  the  great  powers  desired  a  European  war.  Armaments 
and  the  alliances  existed  not  to  make  war,  but  to  preserve  the 
peace.  Nevertheless,  the  mere  existence  of  armaments  and  alli¬ 
ances  really  endangered  the  peace  they  were  designed  to  preserve. 
Armaments  and  alliances  increased  the  mutual  fears  of  the  great 
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powers,  and  their  mutual  fears  led  to  aggressive  talk  and  action 
which  only  increased  their  fears,  until  at  last  their  fears  and  aggres¬ 
sions  together  plunged  Europe  into  the  Great  War.  For  forty 
years  the  motto  of  the  great  powers  was:  “In  time  of  peace  pre¬ 
pare  for  war”;  and  the  war  came  in  the  end  because  the  great 
powers  were  so  well  prepared  for  it. 

How  could  such  good  intentions  lead  to  such  deplorable  results? 
That  is  what  we  must  try  to  make  clear  in  the  present  chapter. 
Let  us  first  consider  the  influences  that  led  to  the  formation  of  the 
great  alliances. 

I.  The  Formation  of  the  Great  Alliances,  1894-1907 

The  Triple  Alliance:  How  Bismarck  tried  to  form  an  alliance  with 
Austria  and  Russia  and  why  he  failed.  After  1871,  in  order  to 
perfect  and  strengthen  the  institutions  of  the  new  German  Empire, 
Bismarck  desired  to  keep  the  peace  in  Europe.  This  he  thought 
would  not  be  easy,  since  in  creating  the  German  Empire  he  had 
made  many  enemies.  Any  one  power  Bismarck  did  not  fear;  what 
he  feared  was  a  coalition.  The  aim  of  all  Bismarck’s  diplomacy 
after  1871  was  to  safeguard  Germany  against  a  coalition  of  hostile 
powers. 

The  country  most  feared  by  Bismarck  was  France.  For  France, 
the  defeat  of  1871  had  been  a  great  humiliation,  and  Bismarck 
took  it  for  granted  that  France  was,  and  must  remain,  the  chief 
enemy.  Therefore  he  did  what  he  could  to  keep  France  weak  and 
to  embroil  her  with  her  neighbors.  He  used  his  influence  to  sus¬ 
tain  the  new  republic  in  France,  thinking  that  a  republican  form 
of  government  would  necessarily  be  a  weak  one.  Besides,  he  en¬ 
couraged  the  French  government  to  embark  on  a  policy  of  colonial 
expansion.  He  felt  that  the  acquisition  of  colonies  would  console 
the  French  for  the  loss  of  Alsace-Lorraine.  More  important  still, 
he  felt  that  France  could  not  build  up  an  empire  in  Africa  and 
Asia  without  sooner  or  later  coming  into  conflict  with  Great 
Britain,  as  in  fact  happened  in  1898  ( Fashoda  Affair). 

But  Bismarck  felt  that  the  most  effective  way  of  preventing 
France  from  forming  a  coalition  was  to  form  one  of  his  own. 


ALLIANCES  AND  ARMAMENTS 


701 


A  Station  on  the  Frontier  between  France  and  Germany 

a"\ 

At  the  left  are  the  offices  of  the  German  customs  inspectors  and  at  the  right 

are  those  of  the  French. 

His  first  idea  was  to  make  an  alliance  with  Russia  and  Austria. 
This  proved  impossible  because  of  the  opposition  of  Austria  to  the 
extension  of  Russian  influence  in  the  Balkan  states. 

In  1875  the  Serbians,  Montenegrins,  and  Bulgarians  revolted 
against  Turkey.  The  revolt  was  on  the  point  of  failing  when  Rus¬ 
sia  intervened  by  making  war  on  Turkey  (Russian-T  uikish  War). 
The  Turks  were  hopelessly  defeated  and  were  forced  by  the 
Russians  to  agree  to  the  Treaty  of  San  Stefano  (1878).  By  this 
treaty  Serbia,  Montenegro,  and  Rumania  were  to  become  inde¬ 
pendent  states;  Bulgaria  was  to  be  greatly  enlarged  and  permitted 
to  govern  itself,  although  still  nominally  part  of  the  Turkish  Em¬ 
pire;  and  Turkey  was  to  cede  Kars  and  Batum  to  Russia  and  to 
pay  her  a  heavy  indemnity. 

Austria  was  alarmed  by  the  great  extension  of  Russian  influence 
in  the  Balkans.  Fortunately  for  her,  she  was  supported  by  Disraeli, 
prime  minister  of  Great  Britain,  who  felt  that  British  interests 
in  the  Near  East  required  him  to  defend  Turkey  against  Russia. 
Therefore,  both  Great  Britain  and  Austria  demanded  that  the 
Treaty  of  San  Stefano  should  be  laid  before  a  European  congress 
for  revision.  Opposed  by  Austria  and  Great  Britain,  and  unable  to 
obtain  the  support  of  Germany,  Russia  consented  to  the  revision 
of  her  hard-won  Treaty  of  San  Stefano. 
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The  revision  was  made  by  a  congress  of  European  powers— 
the  famous  Congress  of  Berlin  (1878).  The  chief  decisions  thus 
arrived  at  by  the  congress  were  the  following:  (1)  Part  of  the 
enlarged  Bulgaria  was  restored  to  Turkey.  (2)  Austria  was  per¬ 
mitted  to  take  over,  for  administrative  purposes,  the  Turkish  prov¬ 
ince  of  Bosnia-Herzegovina.  (3)  In  return  for  British  aid,  Turkey 
ceded  to  Great  Britain  the  island  of  Cyprus.  (4)  The  independ¬ 
ence  of  Serbia,  Montenegro,  and  Rumania  was  recognized.  (See 
maps,  pp.  724  and  859.) 

Thus  the  result  of  the  revision  of  the  Treaty  of  San  Stefano  was 
that  Turkey,  Great  Britain,  and  Austria  profited  at  the  expense  of 
Russia.  Bismarck  had  professed  to  be  neutral.  “My  only  desire 
is,  like  a  good  broker,  to  put  the  business  through/'  he  said.  But 
by  merely  remaining  neutral,  the  influence  of  Germany  was  really 
exerted  in  favor  of  Austria  and  against  Russia.  The  tsar  and  his 
government  were  furious  with  Bismarck  for  the  part  he  played; 
and  Bismarck  had  to  abandon  his  scheme  of  a  triple  alliance  of 
Germany,  Austria,  and  Russia. 

How  Germany  and  Austria  formed  an  alliance  (1879),  and  how 
Italy  was  admitted,  thus  creating  the  Triple  Alliance  (1882).  The 

hostility  of  Russia  after  the  Congress  of  Berlin  was  such  that 
Germany  and  Austria  hastened  to  sign  a  treaty  known  as  the  Dual 
Alliance  (1879).  The  terms  of  this  treaty,  which  were  kept  secret 
for  many  years,  were:  (1 )  that  if  either  party  to  the  alliance  were 
attacked  by  Russia,  the  other  would  come  to  the  aid  of  the  one  so 
attacked;  (2)  that  if  any  third  power  (France  was  understood) 
should  attack  either  party  to  the  alliance,  the  other  would  remain 
neutral,  unless  Russia  joined  the  attacking  party  (France),  in 
which  case  the  two  (Germany  and  Austria)  would  join  their 
forces.  This  alliance  was  directed  primarily  against  Russia,  secon¬ 
darily  against  France.  It  safeguarded  Austria  against  attack  by 
Russia;  it  safeguarded  Germany  against  attack  by  France  assisted 
by  Russia. 

Three  years  later  Italy  was  admitted  to  the  German-Austrian 
alliance,  thus  creating  the  famous  Triple  Alliance  (1882).  This 
may  seem  strange,  since  Italy  and  Austria  were  enemies  of  long 
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Military  Preparations  in  Austria 

This  engraving  from  L’lllustration  of  1888  shows  that  the  French  kept  a 
watchful  eye  on  military  preparations  in  neighboring  countries. 

standing.  The  circumstances  which  drove  Italy  into  the  camp  of 
her  enemy,  Austria,  were  complicated;  but  they  may  be  stated 
simply  as  follows. 

Italy  was  profoundly  irritated  by  the  results  of  the  Congress  of 
Berlin,  because  Austria  obtained  Bosnia-Herzegovina  while  she 
herself  obtained  nothing.  Count  Corti,  the  Italian  ambassador, 
returning  from  the  congress,  explained  that  he  returned  at  least 
'with  clean  hands.”  The  Italians  would  have  preferred  something 
more  substantial.  They  were  still  more  irritated  when  France  took 
possession  of  Tunis  in  1881.  Tunis  was  just  across  the  sea  from 
Italy,  and  it  was  the  site  of  Carthage,  which  the  ancient  Romans 
had  conquered.  Hence  for  both  geographical  and  sentimental 
reasons,  Italians  thought  that  if  any  European  country  ever  ob¬ 
tained  Tunis,  Italy  was  the  proper  country  to  do  it.  Now  France 
had  stepped  in  before  them.  Outwitted  by  both  France  and 
Austria,  the  Italians  felt  that  they  were  being  left  behind  in  the 
scramble  for  territory.  When  France  occupied  Tunis,  the  Italian 
government  therefore  sought  an  alliance  with  Germany  and 
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Austria.  The  result  was  that  in  1882  the  three  powers  signed  the 
famous  Triple  Alliance  treaty. 

The  chief  provisions  of  this  alliance  were:  (1)  If  Italy  were 
attacked  by  France,  Germany  and  Austria  were  to  come  to  her 
assistance;  if  Germany  were  attacked  by  France,  Italy  was  to  come 
to  her  assistance.  (2)  If  any  one  or  two  parties  to  the  alliance 
were  attacked  by  any  two  of  the  great  powers,  the  other  one  or 
two  parties  to  the  alliance  must  join  in  the  war  against  the  attack¬ 
ing  power  or  powers.  The  treaty  was  to  be  kept  secret  and  to  run 
for  five  years.  It  was  renewed  in  1887,  with  some  modifications, 
and  periodically  thereafter  until  the  Great  War  of  1914,  when  it 
broke  down  because  of  Italy’s  refusal  to  join  Germany  and  Austria. 

Thus  Bismarck  made  Germany  the  center  of  a  powerful  alliance. 
It  was  not  precisely  the  alliance  he  desired,  but  it  served  the  pur¬ 
pose,  especially  since  for  twenty-two  years  it  was  the  only  powerful 
alliance  in  Europe. 

The  Triple  Entente:  How  Russia  and  France  formed  an  alliance  as 
soon  as  Bismarck  ceased  to  govern  Germany.  Bismarck  once  said 
that  there  were  two  dangers  Germany  must  avoid  at  all  hazards. 
One  was  the  enmity  of  Great  Britain.  The  other  was  an  alliance 
between  Russia  and  France.  His  conduct  at  the  Congress  of 
Berlin  had  won  the  good-will  of  Great  Britain,  but  it  had  lost  the 
good-will  of  Russia.  Would  Russia  now  turn  to  France?  In  order 
to  prevent  this,  Bismarck  was  willing  to  make  many  concessions. 
These  concessions  were  formulated  in  a  treaty  between  Russia  and 
Germany,  which  Bismarck  called  his  “Reinsurance  Treaty”  (1887). 
By  this  treaty  Russia  promised  not  to  join  France  if  France  made 
war  on  Germany;  and  in  return  Germany  promised  to  support 
Russian  interests  in  the  Balkans  even,  to  some  extent,  against 
Austria. 

The  Reinsurance  Treaty  was  to  run  for  three  years.  In  1890, 
before  a  new  treaty  could  be  signed,  Bismarck  had  ceased  to  be 
chancellor,  and  the  direction  of  German  affairs  was  taken  over 
by  the  young  Emperor  William  II.  Unlike  Bismarck,  the  new 
emperor  thought  that  Germany  as  well  as  Austria  had  interests  in 
the  Balkans,  and  that  Germany  and  Austria  ought  to  join  to 
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defend  their  common  interests  there  against  Russia.  Therefore, 
when  the  Russian  government  asked  for  a  renewal  of  the  Reinsur¬ 
ance  Treaty  of  1887,  the  German  emperor  refused  to  renew  it. 

This  change  of  policy  on  the  part  of  Germany  was  soon  followed 
by  the  formation  of  an  alliance  between  Russia  and  France.  In 
1894  the  two  governments  made  a  defensive  alliance  the  terms 
of  which  (not  precisely  known,  even  to  the  French  parliament, 
until  1918)  were  essentially  as  follows:  (1)  If  France  were  ever 
attacked  by  Germany,  or  by  Italy  supported  by  Germany,  Russia 
would  employ  all  her  forces  to  attack  Germany;  (2)  if  Russia  were 
attacked  by  Germany,  or  by  Austria  supported  by  Germany, 
France  would  employ  all  her  forces  to  attack  Germany.  Thus 
four  years  after  the  retirement  of  Bismarck  the  very  thing  occurred 
which  he  most  feared  and  had  labored  for  twenty  years  to  prevent 
—a  Franco-Russian  military  alliance. 

This  alliance  was  the  first  stage  in  building  up  the  Triple 
Entente.  The  second  was  the  formation  of  a  “cordial  understand¬ 
ing”  between  England  and  France  in  1904. 

The  Triple  Entente:  How  England  and  France,  having  been  enemies 
for  two  hundred  years,  suddenly  became  friends,  1904.  For  two 
hundred  years  England  and  France  had  been  on  opposite  sides  in 
all  great  European  wars.  In  the  time  of  Louis  XIV,  again  in  the 
eighteenth  century,  and  once  more  in  the  time  of  Napoleon,  they 
had  fought  over  colonies  and  trade  privileges.  Even  as  late  as  1898 
the  two  countries  were  on  the  verge  of  war  over  the  Fashoda 
Affair.  Yet  within  six  years  after  Fashoda  they  compromised  their 
rivalries  and  became  friends.  The  change  was  so  startling  that  it 
was  called  a  “diplomatic  revolution.”  What  is  the  explanation 
of  this  sudden  friendship  between  ancient  enemies? 

One  explanation  is  their  fear  of  each  other.  Although  they  had 
been  rivals  for  two  hundred  years,  there  had  been  no  war  between 
them  since  1815,  and  most  people  had  come  to  think  that  war 
was  impossible  between  two  such  highly  civilized  countries.  But 
the  expansion  of  both  countries  in  Africa  had  once  more,  as  in 
the  eighteenth  century,  created  serious  conflicts  between  them. 
The  Fashoda  Affair  of  1898  had  flared  up  like  a  fire  in  the  night, 
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revealing  the  fact  that  England  and  France  might  easily  find  them¬ 
selves  at  war  before  they  were  aware.  After  1898,  therefore,  states¬ 
men  in  both  countries  began  to  seek  the  terms  of  an  agreement 
that  might  remove  the  danger  of  a  war  between  them. 

But  the  chief  reason  for  the  sudden  friendship  of  England  and 
France  was  their  common  fear  of  Germany.  French  fear  of  Ger¬ 
many  needs  little  explaining.  The  French  had  not  forgotten  the 
loss  of  Alsace-Lorraine  in  1871.  The  diplomatic  ascendancy  of 
Germany  in  the  time  of  Bismarck  was  irritating  to  French  pride, 
and  the  boastful  speeches  of  the  young  Emperor  William  II  were 
even  more  so.  France  was  therefore  only  too  willing  to  form 
alliances  against  Germany — not  because  she  wished  to  provoke  a 
war  against  that  country,  but  because  she  wished  to  be  too  strong 
to  be  safely  bullied. 

English  fear  of  Germany  does  need  a  little  explaining.  As  long 
as  France  was  her  chief  colonial  rival,  England  naturally  sought  the 
friendship  of  the  German  country— Austria  or  Prussia— which 
was  opposed  to  the  extension  of  French  power  in  Europe.  This 
is  why  England  welcomed  the  unification  of  Germany  and  was 
always  on  good  terms  with  Bismarck.  Bismarck  said  that  Ger¬ 
many's  sphere  of  influence  was  in  Europe.  He  said  that  Germany 
had  “hay  enough  on  her  fork”  already  without  burdening  herself 
with  colonies.  This  was  exactly  what  England  wanted— a  strong 
Germany  that  would  check  the  power  of  France  in  Europe  with¬ 
out  interfering  with  England’s  colonial  and  naval  supremacy. 

But  what  if  the  powerful  Germany  should  try  to  become  a  great 
colonial  and  naval  power?  Then  Germany  might  replace  France 
as  England’s  chief  rival,  in  which  case  England  would  as  naturally 
seek  the  aid  of  France  against  Germany  as  she  had  formerly  sought 
the  aid  of  Germany  against  France. 

This  is  exactly  what  happened  after  the  retirement  of  Bismarck 
in  1890.  The  young  Emperor  William  II  abandoned  the  anti¬ 
colonial  policy  of  Bismarck.  He  said  that  Germany  must  become 
a  world  power,  and  he  talked  of  “smashing”  anyone  or  anything 
that  stood  in  the  way.  At  first  his  speeches  seemed  only  amusing. 
But  it  turned  out  that  they  meant  something  because  since  1871 
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Germany  had  rapidly  been  industrialized.  The  population  had 
increased  from  41,000,000  to  65,000,000;  the  number  of  people 
living  in  cities  had  increased  25  to  50  per  cent.  Steel  production 
had  increased  from  500,000  to  12,000,000  tons.  In  merchant  and 
passenger  ships  Germany  had  come  to  rank  next  to  Great  Britain. 
The  result  was  the  same  pressure  in  Germany  as  in  other  countries 
for  the  acquisition  of  colonies. 


two  aspects  of  German  policy  that  seemed  to  the  English  a  little 
ominous.  These  were  (1)  German  activities  in  Turkey  and  (2) 
German  plans  for  a  big  navy. 

1.  German  activities  in  Turkey.  Unlike  Bismarck,  Emperor  Wil¬ 
liam  took  a  great  interest  in  Turkey.  He  established  friendly 
relations  with  the  Turkish  government  and  permitted  German 
officers  to  help  the  sultan  organize  and  equip  his  army.  Meantime, 
German  and  Austrian  financiers  were  organizing  the  famous 
“Baghdad  Railway”  project.  The  scheme  was  to  construct  a  great 
trunk  line  running  from  Constantinople  through  Asia  Minor  and 
Syria  to  Baghdad,  and  ultimately  to  the  Persian  Gulf.  In  1902 
the  first  concessions  for  such  a  railway  were  obtained  from  the 
Turkish  government;  and  German  and  Austrian  business  men  and 
bankers  were  already  talking  of  Turkey  as  a  German  sphere  of 
influence.  The  English  did  not  like  this  very  much.  Hitherto 
England  had  been  the  “friend”  of  the  sultan,  protecting  him 
against  the  aggressions  of  Russia.  Now  it  seemed  that  Russian 
aggressions  in  Turkey  were  less  to  be  feared,  perhaps,  than  the 
growing  influence  of  Germany. 

2.  German  plans  for  a  big  navy.  But  the  thing  that  alarmed 
England  most  of  all  was  the  emperor’s  naval  policy.  There  was  a 
strong  sentiment  in  Germany  in  favor  of  a  big  navy.  “We  need 
a  big  navy,”  the  Germans  said,  “to  protect  our  commerce  and  to 
defend  our  colonial  interests.  Look  what  happened  to  Spain  in 
the  Spanish-American  War!  Germany  has  colonies  in  Africa;  she 
has  concessions  in  China  and  Turkey;  she  has  an  immense  com¬ 
merce  over  seas.  These  interests  must  not  be  left  at  the  mercy  of 
England.”  Therefore  the  German  government  adopted  a  “big 
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navy”  program.  This  program,  worked  out  between  1898  and 
1906,  was  intended  to  make  Germany  the  second  naval  power  in 
Europe. 

The  result  of  these  two  fears— fear  of  France  and  England  for 
each  other,  and  their  common  fear  of  Germany— was  the  famous 
Entente  Cordiale  of  1904.  The  place  where  the  two  countries 
were  most  likely  to  come  into  serious  conflict  was  Egypt  and 
Morocco.  Egypt,  nominally  a  part  of  the  Turkish  Empire,  had 
been  largely  controlled  by  England  since  the  military  occupation 
in  1882.  In  Morocco,  French  investments  and  business  ventures 
were  so  great  that  the  French  government  already  looked  upon  it 
as  a  kind  of  French  sphere  of  influence.  Yet  neither  government 
had  ever  recognized  the  superior  rights  of  the  other  in  either 
province.  The  substance  of  the  Entente  Cordiale  (April  8, 
1904)  was  that  France  gave  England  a  free  hand  to  dispose  of 
Egypt  as  she  thought  best,  and  England  gave  France  a  similar 
freedom  in  respect  to  Morocco.  At  the  same  time  secret  treaties 
were  signed  with  Spain,  agreeing  that  if  France  ever  established 
a  protectorate  in  Morocco,  Spain  should  have  that  part  of  it  that 
lies  opposite  Gibraltar. 

A  few  years  later  these  agreements  were  strengthened  by  military 
agreements.  The  army  officers  of  the  two  countries  worked  out 
plans  for  effective  co-operation  in  case  they  were  ever  at  war  with 
Germany.  The  naval  officers  worked  out  plans  by  which  the 
French  navy  was  to  be  stationed  in  the  Mediterranean  to  protect 
both  French  and  English  interests  there,  while  the  British  navy 
was  to  be  stationed  in  the  Atlantic  and  North  Sea  to  protect  the 
interests  of  both  France  and  Great  Britain  in  that  region. 

The  Entente  Cordiale  was  the  second  stage  in  the  formation  of 
the  Triple  Entente  between  France,  Russia,  and  Great  Britain. 
There  was  now  a  French-Russian  alliance  and  a  French-British 
understanding.  But  there  were  still  conflicts  of  interest  between 
Russia  and  England. 

The  Triple  Entente:  How  England  and  Russia,  having  been  rivals 
for  a  long  time,  managed  to  become  friends,  1907.  English  and 
Russian  interests  had  formerly  brought  them  into  conflict  in  three 
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places— the  Near  East,  the  Far  East,  and  central  Asia.  Their  con¬ 
flicts  in  the  Far  East  declined  after  the  defeat  of  Russia  by  Japan 
(1904),  while  in  the  Near  East  they  were  drawn  together  by 
common  opposition  to  the  growing  influence  of  Germany  in 
Turkey. 

There  remained,  then,  their  conflict  of  interests  in  central  Asia, 
more  especially  in  Persia.  Both  Russian  and  British  citizens  had 
invested  much  money  in  profitable  enterprises  in  Persia,  and  the 
Russian  and  British  governments  were  equally  interested  in  estab¬ 
lishing  a  sphere  of  influence  there.  In  1907,  since  the  rivalry  of 
the  two  countries  in  the  Near  East  and  the  Far  East  was  no  longer 
serious,  it  seemed  possible  to  come  to  some  agreement  in  respect 
to  Persia;  and  this  was  the  more  desirable  since  both  countries 
had  established  friendly  relations  with  France. 

The  outcome  of  this  situation  was  the  Anglo-Russian  Conven¬ 
tion  of  1907.  The  agreement  began  by  saying  that  Russia  and 
Great  Britain  would  “respect  the  integrity  and  independence  of 
Persia.”  It  then  proceeded  to  divide  Persia  into  three  zones — 
North  Persia,  Central  Persia,  and  South  Persia.  The  two  coun¬ 
tries  agreed  ( 1 )  that  in  the  northern  zone  Great  Britain  would  not 
obtain  concessions  for  her  citizens  nor  object  to  those  demanded 
by  Russia  for  her  citizens;  (2)  that  in  the  southern  zone  Russia 
would  not  obtain  concessions  for  her  citizens  or  object  to  those 
demanded  by  Great  Britain  for  her  citizens;  (3)  that  in  the  central 
zone  both  countries  might  obtain  concessions  for  their  citizens. 
After  this  convention  was  signed,  the  London  Punch  published  a 
cartoon  showing  the  Persian  cat  being  torn  into  three  pieces  by 
the  Russian  Bear  and  the  British  Lion;  and  in  fact  the  essence  of 
the  Anglo-Russian  Convention  was  that  the  two  countries  agreed 
to  share  and  share  alike  in  the  exploitation  of  Persia,  to  the  exclu¬ 
sion  of  all  other  countries  (see  map  pp.  684-685). 

This  convention  completed  the  formation  of  the  Triple  Entente. 
The  six  great  powers  were  now  grouped  in  two  rival  alliances: 
(1)  the  Triple  Alliance  of  Germany,  Austria,  and  Italy;  (2)  the 
Triple  Entente  of  France,  Russia,  and  Great  Britain.  The  result 
was  that  every  international  question  became  more  serious  than  it 
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©  William  Thompson 

Russian  Wood  Carvers 

The  home  was  the  workshop  for  such  workmen,  and  all  members  of  the 
family  assisted.  Probably  they  were  little  concerned  with  the  ‘Vital  interests” 

of  their  country  or  with  its  alliances. 


would  otherwise  have  been,  because  any  question  that  concerned 
any  one  of  the  great  powers,  however  trivial  it  might  be,  was  likely 
to  involve  them  all,  since  they  were  all  bound  together  by  diplo¬ 
matic  and  military  alliances.  The  existence  of  the  great  alliances, 
formed  to  preserve  the  peace,  really  endangered  it  by  raising  every 
dispute  to  the  dignity  of  a  “European  crisis/’ 

We  shall  presently  study  these  crises  and  see  how  they  led  to 
the  Great  War.  But  before  doing  that  there  is  another  thing 
which  must  be  understood.  This  is  a  state  of  mind,  a  widely 
accepted  idea  that  war  between  races  and  nations  is  inevitable, 
and  in  the  long  run  even  beneficial.  One  way  to  make  war  inevit¬ 
able  is  to  think  that  it  is.  The  Great  War  was  the  result,  partly 
of  the  conflicts  of  the  European  powers,  but  partly,  also,  of  the 
idea  that  such  conflicts  with  war  as  the  final  arbiter,  are  grounded 
in  the  nature  of  things  and  therefore  not  to  be  avoided.  This  idea 
we  may  call  the  “philosophy  of  imperialism/’ 
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The  philosophy  of  imperialism:  (I)  How  it  was  based  in  part  on 
the  theories  of  Charles  Darwin.  Many  people  accepted  the  phi¬ 
losophy  of  imperialism  because  it  seemed  to  be  confirmed  by 
natural  science.  In  1859  Charles  Darwin,  an  English  biologist, 
published  a  book  entitled  The  Origin  of  Species.  It  was  one  of 
the  most  important  books  ever  published,  because  the  central 
idea  of  the  work  has  had  a  profound  influence  upon  all  modern 
thought  from  that  time  to  this.  Darwin  maintained  that  the 
various  species  of  plants  and  animals  as  we  know  them  were  not 
originally  created  in  their  present  form.  He  said  they  had  been 
gradually  “evolved”  from  simpler  forms  of  life.  Every  plant  and 
animal,  according  to  this  theory,  endeavors  to  live  and  reproduce 
its  kind;  but  more  individuals  are  born  than  can  find  proper  nour¬ 
ishment.  The  result  is  a  “struggle  for  existence”  in  which  the 
strongest  shove  aside  or  destroy  the  weak.  Thus,  according  to  this 
theory  of  evolution,  the  law  of  life  is  not  peace  but  conflict. 

Darwin  did  not  apply  this  theory  to  the  relations  of  men  to  each 
other.  But  other  writers  did.  They  pointed  out  that  from  earliest 
times  tribes  and  nations  had  fought  for  food  and  wealth  and 
desirable  territories.  Those  that  were  stronger  shoved  aside  or 
enslaved  or  destroyed  the  others.  The  victors  established  their 
customs  and  laws,  their  language,  their  religions— in  short,  their 
civilization.  According  to  these  writers  the  progress  of  civilization 
was  brought  about  only  through  the  incessant  conflict  of  peoples 
and  races.  According  to  these  writers  war  is  one  form  of  this 
conflict  and  therefore  a  natural,  and  even  a  necessary,  means  of 
human  progress. 

The  philosophy  of  imperialism:  (2)  How  it  seemed  to  be  confirmed 
by  the  wars  for  liberty  and  national  unity.  The  year  that  Darwin’s 
book  was  published,  Cavour  began  the  war  of  Italian  independ¬ 
ence  against  Austria;  and  the  next  ten  years  witnessed  the  Austro- 
Prussian  War,  the  Franco-Prussian  War,  and  the  American  Civil 
War.  For  the  most  part,  people  thought  of  these  wars  as  victories 
in  the  cause  of  human  freedom.  National  independence,  political 
liberty,  the  abolition  of  slavery— who  could  doubt  that  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  these  worthy  objects  was  a  victory  for  human  progress? 
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Courtesy  National  Portrait  Gallery,  London 

Charles  Darwin  (1809-1882) 

His  book,  The  Origin  of  Species  (1859),  probably  exerted  a  greater  influence 
on  the  trend  of  thought  than  any  other  book  of  the  nineteenth  century. 


And  yet  these  worthy  objects  had  been  achieved  by  war.  They 
had  been  achieved,  as  Bismarck  said,  not  by  peaceful  discussion 
but  by  “blood  and  iron.” 

But  if  liberty  could  be  achieved  only  by  blood  and  iron,  must  it 
not  be  maintained  by  the  same  means?  It  was  easy  to  think  so. 


ALLIANCES  AND  ARMAMENTS 


713 


“In  time  of  peace/’  said  President  Grant,  repeating  an  old  Roman 
proverb,  “prepare  for  war.”  For  fifty  years  following  the  wars  of 
national  independence,  every  country,  according  to  its  fears  and 
its  abilities,  enlarged  and  perfected  its  army  until  Europe  became, 
as  someone  said,  an  “armed  camp.” 

In  strengthening  the  spirit  of  nationalism  and  of  militarism  no 
one  did  more  during  these  years  than  Bismarck.  From  1871  to 
1890  he  was  the  central  figure  of  Europe.  For  twenty  years  his 
caustic  epigrams  and  cynical  observations  were  everywhere  known 
and  everywhere  repeated.  Everywhere  people  were  familiar  with 
his  striking  portrait — the  massive  face  whose  rugged,  deep-lined 
features  seemed  hammered  out  of  bronze;  the  inscrutable  eyes 
looking  darkly  and  ominously  out  from  under  the  spiked  iron 
helmet  of  the  German  army  officer.  Lesser  rulers  and  statesmen 
imitated  his  practices  without  his  skill,  and  accepted  his  philoso¬ 
phy  without  tempering  it  with  his  common  sense.  His  philosophy 
was  simple  and  easily  learned.  He  took  it  for  granted  that  any 
nation  which  wished  to  play  a  great  part  in  the  modern  world 
must  rely  upon  shrewd  diplomacy  backed  by  an  adequate  army. 
Bismarck,  like  Napoleon,  believed  that  “God  is  on  the  side  of  the 
big  battalions.” 

The  philosophy  of  imperialism:  (3)  How  it  was  used  to  justify  the 
exploitation  of  backward  countries.  The  philosophy  of  imperialism 
provided  a  justification  not  only  for  the  national  conflicts  in 
Europe,  but  also  for  the  ruthless  exploitation  of  backward  coun¬ 
tries.  “By  what  right,”  many  people  asked,  “do  European  coun¬ 
tries  deprive  Africans  of  their  country  and  exact  concessions  from 
the  Chinese  against  their  will?”  There  were  plenty  of  politicians 
and  writers  who  were  able  to  give  them  the  answer  they  wanted. 
The  Frenchman,  or  the  Englishman,  or  the  American,  or  the  Ger¬ 
man  reasoned  in  this  way:  “It  is  a  pity  that  the  Africans,  the 
Filipinos,  and  the  Hindus  live  in  ignorance,  worship  false  gods, 
and  adhere  to  degrading  customs;  a  pity  that  they  cannot  or  will 
not  develop  the  natural  resources  of  their  rich  countries  for  the 
benefit  of  mankind.  Is  it  therefore  not  the  right,  is  it  not  the 
duty,  of  more  civilized  peoples  to  do  for  the  backward  peoples 
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One  of  Britain’s  Outposts  of  Civilization 

Hong  Kong  (British  Crown  Colony),  the  city  of  Victoria  and  the  harbor, 
with  Kowloon  opposite  (pp.  683,  685). 

what  they  cannot  or  will  not  do  for  themselves?  The  British 
take  control  of  Egypt,  the  French  of  Tunis,  the  Americans  of  the 
Philippines,  because  they  have  the  power.  It  is  right  for  them  to 
use  this  power  because  by  so  doing  they  are  spreading  throughout 
the  world  a  superior  civilization.” 

It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  this  philosophy  flourished  only 
in  Germany.  It  was  preached  by  prominent  writers  in  every 
country.  An  influential  American  writer  before  the  war  was 
Captain  A.  T.  Mahan.  In  1912  he  published  a  book  entitled 
Armaments  and  Arbitration ,  in  which  he  maintained  that  if  arbi¬ 
tration  were  substituted  for  armies  and  navies,  European  civiliza¬ 
tion  “might  not  survive,  having  lost  its  fighting  energy.”  Similar 
ideas  were  expressed  by  British  writers.  In  1890  the  famous  scien¬ 
tist,  Karl  Pearson,  delivered  a  lecture  on  National  Life  from  the 
Standpoint  of  Science.  His  idea  is  expressed  in  the  following 
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sentence:  “History  shows  me  one  way,  and  one  way  only,  in 
which  a  high  state  of  civilization  has  been  produced — namely, 
the  struggle  of  race  with  race,  and  the  survival  of  the  physically 
and  mentally  fitter  race." 

German  writers  were  the  most  thoroughgoing  expounders  of  the 
philosophy  of  imperialism.  In  1883  Gumplowicz  published  a 
scholarly  book  entitled  The  Race  Conflict ,  in  which  he  aimed  to 
prove  that  “the  perpetual  struggle  of  races  is  the  law  of  history, 
while  perpetual  peace  is  the  dream  of  idealists."  Heinrich  von 
Treitschke  had  even  greater  influence.  From  1874  until  1896  he 
lectured  at  the  University  of  Berlin  to  crowds  of  students  and 
others,  preaching  with  passionate  conviction  the  doctrine  of  patri¬ 
otic  nationalism.  “War,"  he  said,  “is  both  justifiable  and  moral, 
and  the  hope  of  perpetual  peace  is  not  only  impossible,  but  im¬ 
moral  as  well."  “Our  age  is  the  age  of  iron;  and  if  the  strong 
vanquish  the  weak,  it  is  the  law  of  life." 

During  the  ten  years  before  the  World  War  a  widely  read  Ger¬ 
man  writer  was  Friedrich  von  Bernhardi,  whose  most  important 
books  were  Germany  and  the  Next  War,  and  Our  Future.  The 
latter  was  translated  under  the  misleading  title  Britain  as  Ger¬ 
many's  Vassal ,  in  1912.  He  said: 


If  it  were  not  for  war,  we  should  probably  find  that  inferior 
races  would  overcome  healthy  youthful  ones  by  their  wealth 
and  numbers. 

We  must  strenuously  combat  the  peace  propaganda.  .  .  .  We 
must  become  convinced  that  war  is  a  political  necessity,  and 
that  it  is  fought  in  the  interest  of  biological,  social,  and  moral 
progress. 


These  are  only  a  few  of  the  many  examples  that  might  be 
given.  It  is  clear  that  some  writers  formulated  this  philosophy 
in  a  realistic  way:  they  emphasized  the  fact  that  the  strong  will 
naturally  shove  aside  the  weak.  Other  writers  formulated  it  in  a 
more  idealistic  way:  they  emphasized  the  notion  that  it  is  the  duty 
of  superior  races  to  civilize  inferior  races.  The  latter  were  more 
effective  because  they  appealed  to  a  greater  number  of  people. 
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Of  this  latter  group  of  writers  one  of  the  most  influential  was 
Rudyard  Kipling,  author  of  many  stories  and  poems  (Plain  Tales 
from  the  Hills,  The  Seven  Seas,  etc.)  Kipling  was  a  heaven-born 
teller  of  interesting  tales  in  prose  and  verse.  He  describes  vividly, 
and  often  with  brutal  frankness,  the  relations  of  the  English  and 
the  natives  subject  to  British  rule;  and  yet  he  contrives  to  invest 
the  whole  business  with  a  kind  of  romantic  glamour.  He  makes 
it  appear  that  after  all  the  English,  in  spreading  their  empire 
throughout  the  world,  are  sacrificing  their  ease  and  comfort  for 
the  benefit  of  mankind.  In  one  famous  poem,  “The  White  Man's 
Burden,"  Kipling  expressed  the  essence  of  this  sentimental  and 
romantic  faith: 

Take  up  the  White  Mans  burden, 

Send  forth  the  best  ye  breed, 

Go  bind  your  sons  to  exile, 

To  serve  your  captive’s  need, 

To  wait  in  heavy  harness 
On  fluttered  folk  and  wild — 

Your  new-caught  sullen  people, 

Half  devil  and  half  child. 

We  have  now  described  the  formation  of  the  great  alliances— 
the  Triple  Alliance,  and  the  Triple  Entente;  and  we  have  set 
forth  the  philosophy  which  justified  them.  It  remains  to  be  seen 
how  the  conflict  between  these  alliances,  and  the  acts  of  men  who 
were  influenced  by  this  philosophy,  led  to  the  Great  War. 

II.  The  Conflict  of  the  Great  Alliances 

First  and  second  Morocco  crises,  1905,  1911:  How  they  intensified 
the  hostility  between  France  and  Germany.  After  the  “cordial  un¬ 
derstanding"  between  England  and  France  the  French  government 
at  once  took  steps  to  strengthen  its  control  of  Morocco.  The 
finances  of  that  country  needed  attention.  The  sultan  had  spent 
money  recklessly;  and,  unable  to  increase  his  revenue  by  taxes,  he 
had  borrowed  through  French  bankers  the  sum  of  62,500,000 
francs,  pledging  60  per  cent  of  his  customs  duties  as  security  for 
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the  loan.  For  these  reasons  the  French  government,  late  in  1904, 
asked  the  sultan  to  agree  to:  (1)  the  establishment  in  Morocco  of 
a  military  force  commanded  by  French  officers;  (2)  the  establish¬ 
ment,  under  French  direction,  of  a  state  bank  to  manage  the 
sultan’s  finances.  These  reforms,  if  agreed  to,  would  have  given 
France  much  the  same  kind  of  control  in  Morocco  that  Great 
Britain  had  in  Egypt. 

At  first  the  German  government  did  nothing;  but  a  few  months 
later  it  demanded  that  the  French  proposals  be  submitted  to  a 
conference  of  European  powers.  From  the  point  of  view  of  inter¬ 
national  law,  Germany  had  every  right  to  protest.  The  French 
foreign  minister,  Delcasse,  was  ready  to  refuse  the  German  de¬ 
mands,  even  if  it  meant  war.  But  the  French  premier,  M.  Rouvier, 
was  unwilling  to  run  the  risk.  He  therefore  agreed  to  refer  the 
question  of  reforms  in  Morocco  to  a  conference  of  the  European 
powers.  His  concession  on  behalf  of  peace  was  generally  regarded 
as  a  blow  to  French  pride  and  a  victory  for  German  diplomacy. 

The  conference  assembled  at  Algeciras,  in  Spain,  January  16, 
1906.  After  three  months  of  negotiation  it  adopted  the  Act  of 
Algeciras,  April  7.  In  form,  the  Act  of  Algeciras  recognized  the 
“sovereignty”  of  the  Sultan  of  Morocco,  guaranteed  the  “integ¬ 
rity”  of  his  territory,  and  declared  that  the  country  should  be 
freely  open  to  trade  of  all  nations.  In  reality,  the  act  deprived 
the  sultan  of  his  sovereignty  and  placed  the  country  largely  under 
the  control  of  France  and  Spain.  This  was  accomplished  chiefly 
through  two  provisions:  (1)  the  establishment  of  a  police  force 
commanded  by  French  and  Spanish  officers;  (2)  the  establish¬ 
ment,  to  manage  the  finances  of  the  country,  of  a  state  bank  at 
Tangier,  in  which  France,  Spain,  and  Great  Britain  had  the  con¬ 
trolling  interest.  The  Act  of  Algeciras  was  a  great  diplomatic 
victory  for  France. 

The  state  bank  established  at  Tangier  did  not  succeed  in 
straightening  out  the  sultan’s  finances.  By  1910  the  sultan’s  debt 
to  foreign  (chiefly  French,  Spanish,  English)  bondholders  was 
nearly  three  times  what  it  had  been  in  1904.  Meantime  the  native 
police  force,  commanded  by  French  and  Spanish  officers,  was 
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Courtesy  American  Museum  of  Natural  History 

Market  Outside  the  Walls  of  Tangier,  Morocco 
William  II  visited  the  sultan  in  this  city  in  1905,  at  the  time  when  he  pro¬ 
tested  against  French  intervention  in  Morocco,  thus  precipitating  the  first 

“Morocco  crisis.” 

unable  to  maintain  order.  The  presence  of  foreigners  was  offen¬ 
sive  to  the  natives.  The  more  the  French  did  to  restore  order, 
the  more  disorder  there  was.  In  1911,  on  the  ground  that  the 
lives  of  foreigners  were  in  danger,  a  French  army  marched  to  the 
interior  and  occupied  the  capital  city,  Fez  (map,  p.  858). 

The  occupation  of  Fez  startled  Europe.  It  was  taken  for 
granted  that  the  French  intended  to  transform  ''independent" 
Morocco  into  a  French  “protectorate."  Once  more  Germany  pro¬ 
tested.  In  July,  1911,  a  German  gunboat  entered  the  port  of 
Agadir  on  the  west  coast  of  Morocco.  Another  crisis  was  at  hand. 
Unless  either  Germany  or  France  backed  down,  war  was  indeed 
almost  certain. 

France  had  no  intention  of  yielding  this  time,  as  she  had  in 
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1905.  .  One  reason  was  that  her  army  was  larger  and  better 
equipped.  Another  was  that  she  could  count  with  much  greater 
certainty  on  the  support  of  Great  Britain.  The  British  govern¬ 
ment  requested  Germany  to  withdraw  its  gunboats;  and  made  it 
clear  that  England  would  support  France  in  this  quarrel.  Unwill¬ 
ing  to  fight  both  France  and  Great  Britain,  Germany  yielded.  She 
agreed  that  France  might  establish  a  protectorate  in  Morocco.  As 
a  compensation,  France  agreed  to  cede  to  Germany  a  part  of  the 
French  Congo. 

The  crisis  was  over,  but  it  had  important  results.  It  intensified 
the  rivalry  of  the  great  alliances— -the  Triple  Alliance  and  the 
Triple  Entente.  Above  all,  it  left  many  people  in  every  country 
with  a  feeling  that  a  European  war,  happily  averted  in  this  in¬ 
stance,  was  only  postponed. 

The  Bosnian  crisis,  1908:  How  it  intensified  the  hostility  between 
Austria  and  Russia.  This  crisis  was  the  prelude  to  the  Sarajevo 
crisis  of  1914  which  brought  on  the  Great  War.  It  had  to  do  with 
the  rivalries  of  Austria,  Russia,  the  Balkan  states,  and  Turkey. 
These  rivalries  need  a  little  explaining. 

The  first  thing  to  get  clear  is  the  nature  of  the  Austro-Hungarian 
Monarchy  (page  519).  The  main  point  is  that  a  great  number  of 
different  and  hostile  nationalities  were  bound  together,,  much 
against  the  will  of  some  of  them.  In  the  monarchy  were  nearly 
50,000,000  people  (p.  720).  Of  these,  something  more  than  one 
fourth  were  Germans,  something  less  than  one  fourth  were  Mag¬ 
yars  (Hungarians),  and  about  one  half  were  Slavs.  But  the  Slavs, 
although  more  numerous  than  either  the  Germans  or  the  Magyars, 
were  less  influential  in  governing  the  monarchy.  The  Germans 
and  the  Magyars  were  the  dominant  groups.  They  really  governed 
the  monarchy,  while  the  Slavs  were  subject  nations. 

The  Slavs  were  therefore  discontented.  They  felt  that  they 
were  governed  by  alien  peoples  who  disliked  them,  disregarded 
their  interests,  and  discriminated  against  their  language,  their 
customs,  and  their  religion.  The  result  was  that  many  of  the  Slav 
groups  within  the  monarchy  wanted  to  get  out  of  it.  The  Poles 
wanted  to  join  with  the  German  and  Russian  Poles  to  form  an 
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independent  Poland.  The  Czechs  and  Slovaks  wished  to  govern 
themselves  as  they  had  formerly  done  when  Bohemia  was  a  king¬ 
dom.  The  Serbo-Croats  and  the  Slovenes  wished  to  be  united 
with  the  independent  kingdom  of  Serbia  to  form  a  “greater 
Serbia/' 

This  desire  for  political  independence  and  union  with  their  Slav 
brothers  outside  the  monarchy  is  known  as  the  Pan-Slav  move¬ 
ment.  The  most  active  center  of  the  movement  was  the  Kingdom 
of  Serbia.  Little  Serbia  wished  to  become  a  greater  Serbia,  and 
the  first  step  was  the  annexation  of  the  Slavic  province  of  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina,  which  was  nominally  part  of  the  Turkish  Empire 
but  by  the  Congress  of  Berlin  in  1878  had  been  turned  over  to 
Austria  for  purposes  of  administration  (see  page  702).  By  annex¬ 
ing  this  province,  Serbia  would  double  her  population  and  at  the 
same  time  obtain  an  outlet  on  the  sea.  But  what  chance  had 
Serbia  of  annexing  this  province?  Alone,  Serbia  had  no  chance  at 
all.  But  Serbia  was  supported  by  Russia.  Thus,  back  of  the 
scheme  for  a  greater  Serbia  was  Russia,  and  Russia  was  allied  with 
France  and  Great  Britain.  This  is  why  the  Austro-Hungarian 
government  felt  that  the  movement  for  a  greater  Serbia  must  be 
suppressed  at  all  hazards. 

In  1907  the  Austro-Hungarian  government  therefore  determined 
that,  upon  the  first  favorable  opportunity,  it  would  block  the 
Serbian  scheme  by  annexing  Bosnia-Herzegovina.  A  revolution  in 
Turkey,  which  started  in  July,  1908,  seemed  to  the  Austrian  gov¬ 
ernment  to  create  this  favorable  opportunity.  On  October  7, 
1908,  it  therefore  declared  that  Bosnia-Herzegovina  should  hence¬ 
forth  be  an  integral  part  of  Austro-Hungary. 

The  annexation  of  Bosnia  created  the  diplomatic  crisis  of  1908. 
In  Serbia  there  was  tremendous  excitement.  The  hope  of  making 
a  greater  Serbia,  with  an  outlet  on  the  sea,  had  received  a  serious 
setback.  Crowds  gathered  in  the  streets  of  Belgrade  crying, 
“Down  with  Austria!”  The  Austrian  flag  was  burned.  A  Serbian 
newspaper  demanded  “immediate  mobilization  and  war  to  life 
and  death  against  the  (Austrian)  monarchy.”  Russia  supported 
Serbia,  saying  that  the  annexation  was  a  violation  of  the  Treaty 
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of  Berlin  and  not  to  be  permitted.  War  was  likely  to  result  unless 
either  Austria  or  Russia  yielded.  Which  power  would  back  down? 
It  depended  on  their  respective  allies. 

The  German  emperor  was  furious  with  Austria.  He  said  that  the 
annexation  was  a  species  of  “brigandage”  and  in  any  case  a  mis¬ 
take,  since  it  would  weaken  German  and  Austrian  influence  with 
the  Turkish  government.  But  the  German  chancellor,  Von 
Biilow,  said  that  Germany  must  support  Austria.  When  it  comes 
to  a  “question  of  bending  or  breaking,”  he  said,  “Russia  will  climb 
down  from  her  high  horse  and  will  also  call  her  vassal  Serbia  to 
order.” 

His  prophecy  proved  correct.  Russia  could  not  count  on  the 
support  either  of  France  or  of  Great  Britain.  Both  governments 
protested  against  the  annexation,  but  neither  was  willing  to  go  to 
war  in  support  of  Serbian  interests.  They  made  this  clear  to  Rus¬ 
sia,  and  so  Russia  yielded  and  warned  Serbia  that  she  must  yield 
also.  “Do  not  begin  a  war  now,”  the  Russian  minister  Guchkov 
said  to  the  Serbian  minister,  “for  that  would  be  suicide.  Conceal 
your  intentions  and  prepare  yourselves.  Your  days  of  joy  will 
come.” 

The  Balkan  War  crisis,  1913:  How  Serbia  and  Russia  backed  down 
once  more.  Thus  the  Bosnian  crisis  passed,  but  Serbia  and  Russia 
began  at  once  to  prepare  for  the  “days  of  joy”  to  come.  After 
1908  Russia  tried  to  unite  the  Balkan  states  in  a  league  which  she 
could  use  either  against  Turkey  or  Austria.  This  was  difficult 
because  Bulgaria  and  Serbia  were  enemies  of  long  standing.  But 
they  had  one  thing  in  common — hatred  of  Turkey.  Therefore,  in 
1912,  Russia  finally  induced  Bulgaria  to  sign  a  secret  treaty  with 
Serbia  which  provided  that  in  case  of  a  successful  war  with  Turkey 
Bulgaria  should  annex  the  greater  part  of  Turkish  Macedonia,  while 
Serbia  should  annex  the  rest  of  Macedonia  and  the  province  of 
Albania  on  the  Adriatic  coast.  Shortly  afterwards  the  two  states 
entered  into  a  military  agreement  with  Greece.  These  arrange¬ 
ments  were  known  as  the  Balkan  League  of  1912. 

The  Balkan  states  were  now  eager  for  a  war  with  Turkey — 
especially  so  since  Turkey  had  become  involved  in  a  war  with  Italy 
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over  the  possession  of  Tripoli.  They  had,  however,  agreed  not  to 
begin  a  war  with  Turkey  without  Russia’s  consent;  and  Russia 
refused  to  give  her  consent.  But  the  Balkan  states  were  not  to  be 
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restrained.  Little  Montenegro  suddenly  declared  war  on  her  own 
account,  and  invited  the  Balkan  League  to  join  in  a  "holy  war 
against  the  infidel  Turk/’  In  spite  of  the  protest  of  Russia  and  the 
other  great  powers,  Bulgaria,  Serbia,  and  Greece  entered  the  war 
(October,  1912).  The  four  states,  with  well-equipped  armies  total¬ 
ling  750,000  soldiers,  quickly  defeated  the  Turkish  army  of  400,000 
and  occupied  the  greater  part  of  European  Turkey. 

The  first  Balkan  War  created  another  European  crisis.  Again 
the  danger  point  was  the  hostility  of  Serbia  and  Austria.  Serbia’s 
chief  object  in  the  war  was  to  obtain  Albania.  This  would  give 
her  that  outlet  on  the  sea  which  Austria  had  prevented  her  from 
getting  by  annexing  Bosnia  in  1908.  But  Austria  was  now  just 
as  determined  to  prevent  Serbia  from  getting  Albania  as  she  had 
formerly  been  to  prevent  her  from  getting  Bosnia.  Would  Russia 
now  support  Serbia?  A  European  war  once  more  seemed  possible. 
In  order  to  avert  it  the  great  powers  met  in  conference  at  London. 
Austria  insisted  that  Serbia  must  not  get  Albania.  Once  more 
Russia  yielded.  She  warned  Serbia  that  "we  are  not  going  to  war 
with  the  Triple  Alliance  on  account  of  a  Serbian  seaport  in  Al¬ 
bania.”  The  powers  agreed,  therefore,  that  the  province  of  Al¬ 
bania  should  be  erected  into  an  independent  kingdom.  To  pre¬ 
serve  the  peace,  the  interests  of  Serbia  were  once  more  sacrificed. 

Thus  another  crisis  had  passed.  Again  Russia  and  Serbia  had 
yielded  to  the  demands  of  Austria  and  Germany.  But  more  than 
ever  Serbia  and  Russia  were  determined  to  gain  their  ends.  At  the 
Bucharest  peace  conference  the  Serbian  minister,  Pashitch,  said  to 
the  Russian  minister:  "The  first  game  (against  Turkey)  is  won; 
we  must  now  prepare  for  the  second,  against  Austria.”  Within 
less  than  a  year  the  final  and  fatal  crisis  occurred. 

III.  How  War  Came  at  Last  Because  the  Great  Powers  Did 
Not  Settle  Another  Balkan  Crisis 

The  Sarajevo  crisis,  June  28-July  28,  1914:  How  the  death  of  an 
archduke  was  of  vital  interest  to  five  great  powers.  During  the 
Great  War  not  much  was  known  about  the  events  that  led  up  to 
it.  The  government  of  each  country  wished  to  show  that  it  was 
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not  responsible;  the  people  in  each  country  wished  to  believe 
this.  Therefore  the  people  in  Germany  and  Austria  believed  that 
France,  Russia,  and  Great  Britain  were  responsible  for  the  war. 
The  people  of  France,  Great  Britain,  and  Russia  believed  that 
Germany  had  deliberately  plotted  to  bring  on  the  war  in  order  to 
establish  her  ascendancy  in  Europe.  Since  the  war  a  great  deal  of 
new  information  has  come  to  light;  and  today  few  historians  who 
have  studied  the  question  carefully  believe  that  any  one  govern¬ 
ment  or  group  of  allied  governments  was  alone  responsible.  The 
war  was  the  result  of  what  a  11  the  great  powers  did  rather  than 
of  what  any  one  of  them  did.  Let  us  see  what  each  one  did  and 
how  the  sum  of  their  acts  was  the  Great  War. 

After  the  Balkan  wars  Serbian  propaganda  against  the  Austro- 
Hungarian  Monarchy  became  more  unrestrained  than  ever.  The 
members  of  a  certain  secret  political  society,  together  with  a  cer¬ 
tain  Dimitrievich  (an  officer  in  the  Serbian  army),  were  much 
alarmed  because  the  Austrian  emperor,  old  Francis  Joseph,  would 
soon  be  succeeded  by  the  Archduke  Francis  Ferdinand.  Francis 
Ferdinand,  they  felt,  would  introduce  reforms  tending  to  satisfy 
the  Austrian  Slavs  and  thus  make  them  less  desirous  of  becoming 
part  of  the  greater  Serbia.  They  therefore  decided  to  assassinate 
the  archduke,  and  they  enlisted  some  young  Bosnians  in  the  plot. 
When  it  was  learned  that  the  archduke  intended  to  visit  Sarajevo, 
in  Bosnia,  to  attend  a  military  review,  the  conspirators  decided  to 
assassinate  him  there.  Some  of  the  members  of  the  Serbian  gov¬ 
ernment  probably  knew  of  the  plot  before  the  archduke  visited 
Sarajevo;  but  the  government  did  little  to  suppress  the  plot,  and 
on  June  28,  1914,  the  Archduke  Francis  Ferdinand  was  killed  in 
the  streets  of  Sarajevo.  This  crime  was  the  immediate  exciting 
cause  of  the  Great  War. 

The  Austrian  government,  convinced  that  Serbian  propaganda 
threatened  the  existence  of  the  Austro-Hungarian  monarchy,  had 
already  determined  to  take  the  first  opportunity  to  eliminate  Serbia 
“as  a  political  power  in  the  Balkans/'  The  assassination  of  Fran¬ 
cis  Ferdinand  provided  a  most  favorable  opportunity.  The  Aus¬ 
trian  government  therefore  determined  to  make  war  on  Serbia, 
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if  it  could  count  on  German  support  in  case  Russia  came  to  the 
aid  of  Serbia.  On  July  5,  1914,  the  German  government  said  in 
effect  to  Austria:  “Serbia  needs  to  be  taught  a  lesson.  The  assassi¬ 
nation  of  the  archduke  is  a  most  excellent  opportunity  for  doing 
it.  Go  ahead  with  your  war.  Russia  will  probably  back  down  as 
she  did  in  1908  and  1913.  But  if  Russia  makes  war  on  you  in 
behalf  of  Serbia,  Germany  will  stand  by  you,  as  she  is  bound  by 
treaty  to  do.” 

With  this  assurance  of  German  support,  Austria  presented  an 
ultimatum  to  Serbia  on  July  23.  The  ultimatum  required  the 
Serbian  government  to  agree,  within  forty-eight  hours,  to  certain 
demands,  the  chief  of  which  were  that  Austrian  officials  should  be 
permitted  to  take  part  in  suppressing  anti-Austrian  propaganda  in 
Serbia,  and  in  the  Serbian  proceedings  against  the  authors  of  the 
Sarajevo  crime.  On  July  25  the  Serbian  government  replied  to  the 
ultimatum,  accepting  all  of  the  demands  except  these  two.  These 
it  did  not  reject  outright;  but  further  information  was  requested  as 
to  the  exact  meaning  of  the  two  demands.  The  reply  of  the 
Serbian  government  was  judged  unsatisfactory,  and  on  July  28  the 
Austrian  government  declared  war  on  Serbia. 

What,  then,  would  Russia  do?  The  most  influential  man  in  the 
Russian  government  was  the  minister  of  foreign  affairs— Sazonov. 
Sazonov  was  bitterly  hostile  to  Austria,  and  he  believed  that  a  war 
with  Austria  was  necessary  sooner  or  later  in  order  to  maintain 
the  prestige  of  Russia  and  to  free  the  Austrian  and  Balkan  Slavs 
from  Austrian  domination.  Now  that  Serbia  was  seriously  threat¬ 
ened  he  determined  to  support  her  at  all  hazards.  On  July  25  he 
told  the  British  ambassador  that  Russia  was  prepared  to  “face 
all  the  risks  of  war.”  This  time,  if  Sazonov  had  his  way,  there 
would  be  no  backing  down  as  there  had  been  in  1908  and  1913. 

Why  was  Russia  prepared  to  face  all  the  risks  of  war?  Because, 
as  Sazonov  said,  “France  has  placed  herself  unreservedly  on  Rus¬ 
sia's  side.”  The  most  influential  man  in  the  French  government 
was  the  president— Raymond  Poincare.  He  was  a  man  of  bound¬ 
less  energy,  clear  convictions,  and  great  ability  in  imposing  his 
views  on  his  colleagues.  Poincare  believed  sincerely  that  France 
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was  in  great  danger  from  German  hostility  and  that  French  vital 
interests  required  a  close  alliance  with  Russia  and  Great  Britain. 
He  and  his  colleagues  in  the  French  government  therefore  assured 
Russia,  several  times  during  the  crucial  days  from  July  25  to  July 
31,  that  if  Russia  became  involved  in  a  war  with  Germany,  France 
would  “fulfill  her  treaty  obligations.”  This  was  understood  by  the 
Russian  government  to  mean  that  France  would  make  war  on 
Germany. 

Thus,  up  to  July  28,  the  situation  seemed  to  be  shaping  as  fol¬ 
lows.  Austria  was  determined  to  make  war  on  Serbia.  If  Austria 
made  war  on  Serbia,  Russia  was  determined  to  make  war  on  Aus¬ 
tria.  If  Russia  made  war  on  Austria,  Germany  was  determined 
to  make  war  on  Russia.  If  Germany  made  war  on  Russia,  France 
was  determined  to  make  war  on  Germany.  In  this  event  what 
was  the  British  government  determined  to  do? 

No  one  knew  what  the  British  government  would  do.  The 
foreign  minister,  Sir  Edward  Grey,  was  desperately  anxious  to  pre¬ 
vent  a  general  war,  and  between  July  20  and  July  26,  he  made 
three  proposals  for  settling  the  quarrel  peaceably.  The  first  two 
proposals  fell  through  largely  on  account  of  the  objections  of 
France  and  Russia;  the  last  one  fell  through  largely  because  Ger¬ 
many  rejected  it.  Thus,  until  July  28,  the  day  on  which  Austria 
declared  war  on  Serbia,  the  British  government  was  trying  to  find  a 
peaceful  method  of  settling  the  quarrel,  while  the  other  four 
powers  were  either  indifferent  or  opposed  to  its  proposals. 

The  truth  is  that  until  July  28  the  governments  of  the  great 
powers  felt  that  the  situation,  while  very  serious,  would  probably 
not  bring  on  a  general  war.  Each  side  hoped,  and  because  it 
hoped  was  inclined  to  believe,  that  the  other  side  would  back 
down  at  the  last  moment.  But  the  Austrian  declaration  of  war 
on  Serbia  on  July  28  was  a  turning  point  in  the  crisis.  From  that 
day  the  great  powers  were  faced  with  the  startling  fact  that  unless 
something  was  done  quickly  the  “inevitable”  war  was  upon  them. 

The  Sarajevo  crisis,  July  28-August  4,  1914:  How  the  vital  inter¬ 
ests  and  treaty  obligations  of  the  great  powers  involved  them  in  the 
Austro-Serbian  War.  Until  July  28  none  of  the  great  powers  ex- 
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cept  Great  Britain  had  done  much,  if  anything,  to  preserve  the 
peace.  But  on  July  28  Germany  changed  her  attitude.  By  that 
time  it  was  clear  that  Russia  would  not  back  down.  Besides, 
Emperor  William  said  that  the  Serbian  reply  to  Austrian  demands 
was  a  great  victory  for  Austria,  and  that  as  a  result  of  it  “every 
cause  of  war  (on  Serbia)  has  vanished/'  Supported  by  England, 
Germany  therefore  proposed  (July  28)  the  following  plan:  (1) 
that  Austria  should  occupy  Belgrade  as  a  pledge  that  Serbia  would 
carry  out  her  promises;  (2)  that  Austria  should  assure  Russia  that 
she  had  no  intention  of  annexing  any  Serbian  territory;  (3)  that 
military  operations,  both  by  Austria  and  by  Russia,  should  be  sus¬ 
pended  in  order  to  give  the  powers  time  to  find  a  settlement  satis¬ 
factory  to  Serbia,  Austria,  arid  Russia. 

This  was  the  so-called  “pledge  plan."  It  reached  Vienna  on 
July  29,  and  was  accompanied  by  a  note  in  which  the  German 
government  urged  Austria  in  strong  terms  to  accept  it.  On  July 
30  the  German  government  sent  a  second  note  to  Austria  which 
stated  in  part: 

.  .  .  Under  these  circumstances,  we  must  urgently  and  impres¬ 
sively  suggest  .  .  .  the  acceptance  of  mediation  on  the  above- 
mentioned  honorable  conditions.  The  responsibility  for  the 
consequences  that  would  otherwise  follow  would  be  an  uncom¬ 
monly  heavy  one,  both  for  Austria  and  for  us. 

Until  war  actually  broke  out,  Germany  continued  to  urge  Austria 
to  be  satisfied  with  some  plan  of  mediation. 

While  Germany  was  trying  to  restrain  Austria,  what  were  Great 
Britain  and  France  doing  to  restrain  Russia?  Sir  Edward  Grey 
accepted  the  pledge  plan  as  an  excellent  one.  He  advised  Russia 
to  agree  to  the  plan  proposed  by  Germany,  but  he  took  the  view 
that  unless  Austria  could  be  induced  to  accept  it  first  there  was 
no  reason  to  put  much  pressure  on  Russia  to  do  so.  France  did 
nothing  to  restrain  Russia.  The  vital  question  on  July  29-30  was 
whether  Russia  would  mobilize  her  army  against  both  Austria  and 
Germany.  July  29  the  Russian  government  telegraphed  to  Paris 
asking  whether  France  would  approve  of  Russian  mobilization. 
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The  French  government  replied  that  France  was  “fully  prepared 
to  fulfill  all  the  obligations  of  the  alliance/’ 

Meanwhile,  what  of  Austria  and  Russia?  Could  they  have  been 
restrained  in  any  case?  Austria  refused  to  listen  to  German  ad¬ 
vice  to  accept  the  pledge  plan,  stating  that  military  operations 
against  Serbia  could  not  be  suspended.  The  Russian  government 
was  equally  stubborn.  July  29  it  was  decided  to  mobilize  the 
entire  Russian  army  against  both  Austria  and  Germany.  A  few 
hours  later  the  tsar,  as  a  result  of  a  personal  appeal  from  the  Ger¬ 
man  emperor,  ordered  the  mobilization  against  Germany  sus¬ 
pended.  But  on  July  30  Sazonov  and  the  military  leaders  induced 
the  tsar  to  change  his  mind,  and  the  mobilization  against  Ger¬ 
many  continued. 

The  mobilization  of  the  Russian  army  was  equivalent  to  a  decla¬ 
ration  of  war  against  Austria  and  Germany.  Every  government 
in  Europe  took  it  for  granted  that  Germany  would  mobilize  im¬ 
mediately,  since  in  modern  war  any  country  with  twenty-four 
hours’  start  has  a  great  advantage.  Yet  Emperor  William  still 
hoped  to  preserve  the  peace.  Instead  of  mobilizing  his  army  at 
once  he  proclaimed  the  “state  of  imminent  danger  of  war.”  He 
then  notified  the  Russian  government  that  unless  Russia  sus¬ 
pended  her  mobilization  within  twelve  hours,  Germany  would  de¬ 
clare  war  on  Russia.  The  German  ultimatum  was  sent  at  3.30  p.  m. 
on  July  31.  The  emperor  waited— not  twelve  hours  only,  but 
twenty-four  hours— for  the  Russian  reply,  which  never  came.  Fi¬ 
nally,  at  six  o’clock  in  the  afternoon  of  August  1,  Germany  declared 
war  on  Russia. 

On  July  31  Germany  sent  an  ultimatum  to  France  as  well  as  to 
Russia.  The  French  government  was  asked  to  say,  within  forty- 
eight  hours,  whether  it  would  remain  neutral  in  case  of  a  war 
between  Germany  and  Russia.  The  French  government  delayed 
its  answer  until  the  next  day.  On  the  evening  of  July  31  the  min¬ 
isters  held  a  conference  at  President  Poincare’s  house,  after  which 
the  Russian  ambassador  telegraphed  to  the  Russian  government: 
“The  French  minister  of  war  declared  to  me  with  hearty  high 
spirits  that  the  French  government  has  firmly  decided  on  war.” 
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On  the-  afternoon  of  August  1  the  French  government  replied  to 
the  German  ultimatum.  It  declined  to  say  whether  it  would 
remain  neutral  or  not.  It  said  that  it  would  “consult  its  interests.” 
The  French  army  began  to  mobilize  the  same  day,  and  two  days 
later  Germany  declared  war  on  France. 

Thus  on  August  1  Russia  and  France  were  virtually  at  war  with 
Austria  and  Germany.  Both  sides  were  desperately  anxious  to 
know  what  Great  Britain  would  do.  But  the  British  government 
was  still  unable  to  promise  either  to  come  in  or  stay  out.  Why 
was  it  that  as  late  as  August  1,  when  the  European  war  had  already 
begun,  Sir  Edward  Grey  could  make  no  promises  to  either  side? 

The  reason  is  that  Sir  Edward  Grey  could  not  promise  Germany 
to  remain  neutral,  because  he  firmly  believed  that  Great  Britain 
was  bound  by  her  obligations  to  join  France  in  the  war.  But  he 
could  not  promise  France  to  join  her  in  the  war  because  he  did 
not  know  whether  Parliament,  which  alone  could  declare  war, 
would  be  willing  to  do  so.  He  had  in  fact  got  himself  into  a  bad 
hole.  He  hoped  to  make  good  his  promises  to  France,  but  in  order 
to  do  so  he  had  to  wait  until  something  happened  to  convince 
the  British  Parliament  and  people  that  it  was  necessary  to  declare 
war  on  Germany. 

This  something  which  he  was  waiting  for  was  the  German  inva¬ 
sion  of  Belgium.  It  was  well  known  that  the  easiest  way  for 
Germany  to  attack  France  was  through  Belgium.  But  the  English 
people  had  always  objected  strongly  to  having  any  Continental 
great  power  gain  control  of  either  Belgium  or  Holland.  Sir  Ed¬ 
ward  Grey  knew  that  if  Germany  invaded  Belgium  it  would  be 
much  easier  to  get  Parliament  to  declare  war  on  her.  The  Ger¬ 
man  government  knew  this  too.  Wishing  to  offend  Great  Britain 
as  little  as  possible,  the  German  government  tried  to  get  through 
Belgium  without  violating  her  neutrality.  On  August  2  it  asked 
the  Belgian  government  to  permit  the  German  army  to  march 
through  Belgium,  promising  (1)  to  guarantee  its  independence, 
(2)  not  to  annex  any  of  its  territory,  and  (3)  to  pay  an  indemnity 
for  the  privilege.  The  Belgian  government  refused  this  request, 
and  on  August  4  the  German  army  invaded  Belgium. 
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The  British  government  was  now  ready  to  act.  August  3,  fore¬ 
seeing  that  Germany  would  invade  Belgium,  the  ministers  recom¬ 
mended  that  Parliament  declare  war  on  Germany.  On  that  day 
Sir  Edward  Grey  revealed  for  the  first  time  the  precise  nature  of 
Great  Britain’s  obligations  to  France  (see  page  708).  He  said  that 
in  his  opinion  both  the  interests  and  the  honor  of  Great  Britain 
required  her  to  defend  Belgium  against  German  aggression.  Three 
members  of  the  cabinet  resigned  rather  than  take  this  step.  But 
Parliament  was  convinced;  and  on  August  4  Great  Britain  declared 
war  on  Germany. 

We  ask  but  do  not  answer  the  important  question,  Who  was  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  Great  War?  Ever  since  1914  historians  and 
others  have  been  trying  to  answer  this  question.  Some  say  that 
Germany  and  Austria  were  responsible.  Some  say  that  Russia 
and  France  were  responsible.  Some  say  that  all  the  great  powers 
were  jointly  responsible.  Some  say  that  the  system  of  alliances 
was  responsible.  Some  say  that  human  nature  was  responsible. 
What  shall  we  say? 

In  trying  to  answer  this  question,  much  confusion  is  created  by 
failing  to  distinguish  two  things:  (1)  what  each  country  did; 
and  (2)  whether  it  should  have  done  what  it  did.  What  each 
government  did  can  be  determined  with  reasonable  accuracy. 
That  each  government  was  responsible  for  what  it  did  can  hardly 
be  disputed.  But  was  it  justiEed  in  doing  what  it  did?  That  is 
another  question  altogether.  It  is  in  answering  that  question  that 
people  differ  and  probably  always  will  differ. 

Let  us  state  as  simply  as  possible  the  essential  action  of  each 
government  which  helped  to  bring  on  the  Great  War.  Then  each 
reader  can  answer  for  himself  the  question  of  whether  it  was 
justified  in  doing  what  it  did. 

1 .  The  war  might  have  been  avoided  if  the  Serbian  government 
had  prevented  the  assassination  of  the  Archduke  Francis  Ferdi¬ 
nand,  or  if  it  had  accepted  without  reservation  the  Austrian  ulti¬ 
matum.  The  Serbian  government  was  responsible  for  doing  what 
it  did  in  both  instances.  Was  it  justiEed  in  doing  what  it  did? 

2.  The  war  might  have  been  avoided  if  the  Austrian  government 
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had  been  satisfied  with  the  Serbian  reply,  or  if  it  had  been  willing 
to  mediate  the  quarrel  as  the  German  government  advised  it  to 
do.  The  Austrian  government  was  responsible  for  refusing  to 
accept  the  Serbian  reply  and  for  refusing  to  be  guided  by  the 
advice  of  Germany.  Was  it  justified  in  refusing? 

3.  The  war  might  have  been  avoided  if  the  Russian  government 
had  not  insisted  on  making  war  on  Austria  in  defense  of  Serbia. 
The  Russian  government  was  responsible  for  making  war  on  Aus¬ 
tria.  Was  it  justified  in  doing  so? 

4.  The  war  might  have  been  avoided  if  the  German  government 
had  not,  in  the  first  place,  given  Austria  a  free  hand  in  dealing 
with  Serbia;  or  if  it  had  refused  to  make  war  on  Russia,  in  support 
of  Austria.  The  German  government  was  responsible  for  what  it 
did  in  both  respects.  Was  it  justified  in  so  doing? 

5.  The  war  might  have  been  avoided  if  the  French  government 
had  refused,  as  it  refused  in  1908  and  in  1913,  to  become  involved 
in  a  war  in  defense  of  Russian  and  Serbian  interests.  The  French 
government  was  responsible  for  repeatedly  assuring  Russia  that  it 
would  support  Russia  if  Russia  became  involved  in  a  war  with 
Germany.  Was  it  justified  in  making  these  promises? 

6.  The  war  might  have  been  avoided  (but  this  is  perhaps  less 
certain)  if  the  British  government  had  from  the  first  made  it  clear 
either  that  it  would  or  that  it  would  not  support  France  if  France 
became  involved  in  a  war  with  Germany.  The  British  government 
was  responsible  for  refusing  to  make  this  clear  until  the  war  had 
begun.  Was  it  justified  in  doing  so? 

In  one  sense  it  is  easy  to  answer  all  these  questions  with  an 
emphatic  “No!”  In  fact,  if  the  statesmen  and  diplomats  of 
Europe  had  known  in  1914  what  a  general  European  war  would 
mean,  as  well  as  they  knew  in  1918,  there  wouldn’t  have  been  any 
general  European  war.  They  would  all  have  hastened  to  settle 
the  trifling  Serbo- Austrian  quarrel  by  peaceful  means.  We  can¬ 
not  condemn  the  statesmen  of  Europe  for  not  knowing  in  1914 
what  they  knew  in  1918.  But  this  we  can  say:  In  1914  every 
statesman  in  Europe  knew  that  a  general  European  war  would  be 
an  unparalleled  disaster.  With  their  eyes  open,  they  risked  that 
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disaster  in  behalf  of  “vital  interests,”  treaty  obligations,  and  “na¬ 
tional  honor.”  They  were  responsible  for  taking  that  risk.  Were 
they  justified  in  doing  so? 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  Why  did  Bismarck  take  it  for  granted  that  France  would  al¬ 
ways  be  hostile  to  Germany?  Why  did  he  fear  a  coalition 
against  Germany?  Why  did  he  wish  to  make  an  alliance  with 
Russia  and  Austria? 

2.  Why  did  the  interests  of  Russia  and  Austria  clash?  How  did 
the  Russian-Turkish  War  interfere  with  Bismarck’s  plans  for 
an  alliance  with  Russia?  What  were  the  terms  of  the.  Treaty 
of  San  Stefano?  Why  was  the  Congress  of  Berlin  assembled, 
and  what  did  it  do? 

3.  Why  did  Germany  and  Austria  form  an  alliance  in  1879? 
What  were  the  terms  of  this  alliance?  Why  did  Italy  join 
this  alliance  in  1882?  Why  was  Bismarck  anxious  to  keep  the 
good-will  of  Russia? 

4.  What  changes  were  made  in  German  policy  after  the  retire¬ 
ment  of  Bismarck  in  1890? 

5.  Why  did  France  and  Russia  form  an  alliance  in  1894?  What 
were  the  terms  of  this  alliance?  Why  did  France  and  England 
suddenly  become  friends  between  1898  and  1904?  What 
were  the  terms  of  the  “cordial  understanding”  of  1904?  What 
were  the  terms  of  the  Anglo-Russian  Convention  of  1907? 

6.  What  is  meant  by  the  “philosophy  of  imperialism”?  What 
influences  made  it  popular?  State  the  argument  justifying 
control  of  backward  countries  by  Europeans.  State  the  argu¬ 
ment  justifying  war  as  essential  to  the  progress  of  civilization. 

7.  What  were  the  great  diplomatic  crises  between  1905  and  1914? 
How  did  these  crises  affect  the  relations  of  France  and  Ger¬ 
many? 

8.  What  was  the  Pan-Slav  movement?  Flow  did  it  embitter  the 
relations  of  Austria  and  Serbia?  of  Austria  and  Russia?  Why 
did  the  annexation  of  Bosnia  to  Austria  in  1908  create  a 

r 

European  crisis?  Why  was  Russia  interested  in  forming  a 
Balkan  league?  How  did  the  Balkan  War  create  a  European 
crisis?  How  was  it  settled? 
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9.  Who  was  responsible  for  the  assassination  of  the  Archduke 
Francis  Ferdinand?  What  were  the  terms  of  the  Austrian 
ultimatum  to  Serbia?  Did  Serbia  accept  the  ultimatum  or 
not?  Why  was  Austria  determined  to  make  war  on  Serbia? 
Why  was  Russia  determined  to  support  Serbia?  Did  Austria 
have  a  better  justification  for  her  action  than  Russia  had  for 
hers? 

10.  Why  did  Germany  give  Austria  a  free  hand  in  dealing  with 
Serbia?  What  did  Germany  do  to  restrain  Austria  after 
July  28?  What  did  England  and  France  do  to  restrain  Russia 
after  July  28?  Why  did  the  proposals  of  Sir  Edward  Grey  for 
a  peaceful  settlement  of  the  quarrel  fall  through?  What  was 
the  pledge  plan?  Who  proposed  it?  What  countries  sup¬ 
ported  it?  What  countries  rejected  it? 

11.  What  action  on  the  part  of  the  Austrian  government  was  most 
important  in  bringing  on  the  war?  on  the  part  of  the  Rus¬ 
sian  government?  on  the  part  of  the  French  government? 
on  the  part  of  the  German  government?  on  the  part  of  the 
British  government?  Were  they  all  justified  in  what  they  did? 
Were  some  more  justified  than  others?  Do  you  think  there 
would  have  been  a  general  European  war  if  the  great  powers 
had  not  been  bound  by  treaties  of  alliance? 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  Vocabulary  test. 


entente 
armament 
administrative 
Near  East 


alliance 
realistic 
integrity 
diplomatic  crisis 


mobilization 
ultimatum 
vital  interest 
national  honor 


2.  On  an  outline  map,  shade  or  color  Alsace-Lorraine,  the  Balkan 
states  and  provinces,  Turkey  (both  in  Europe  and  Asia),  Tunis, 
and  Morocco.  Locate  Belgrade,  Sarajevo,  Algeciras,  Tangier, 
and  Fez.  Attach  a  memorandum  to  your  map  showing  which 
of  the  great  powers  were  especially  interested  in  the  countries 
or  regions  shaded  on  the  map. 

3.  Make  ^n  analysis  of  the  purposes  of  both  the  Triple  Alliance 
and  the  Triple  Entente  indicating  the  reasons  that  each  coun¬ 
try  had  for  belonging  to  one  or  the  other.  Then  state  whether 
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in  your  opinion  such  reasons  were  justifiable  and  what  you 
think  of  the  Philosophy  of  Imperialism. 

4.  Suppose  that  you  had  been  a  newspaper  correspondent  in 
Europe  in  1914.  Your  newspaper,  of  course,  would  have 
wished  to  know  whether  there  would  be  war.  Write  a  series 
of  short  dispatches  as  you  might  have  written  them  on  June 
28,  July  23,  25,  28,  31,  August  1,  and  3. 

5.  Now  that  you  have  learned  something  about  how  the  World 
War  began,  do  you  agree  with  the  statement  of  Sir  Edward 
Grey  “that  great  armaments  lead  inevitably  to  war”?  If  so, 
write  a  letter  to  your  Congressman  about  appropriations  for 
enlarging  the  army  and  navy  of  the  United  States.  Bring 
your  letter  to  class  for  criticism. 
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THE  GREAT  WAR,  1914-1918 


HOW  EUROPE  WAS  TURNED  UPSIDE  DOWN  IN  ORDER  TO 
MAKE  THE  WORLD  SAFE  FOR  DEMOCRACY 


/ 

Patriotism  is  not  enough.  Edith  Cavell 

Death  is  not  an  adventure  to  those  who  stand  face  to  face 
with  it.  Erich  M.  Remarque 


At  the  beginning  most  people  thought  the  war  would  not  last 
long.  The  Germans  said  their  armies  would  eat  Christmas  dinner 
in  Paris.  The  French  and  the  English  looked  forward  to  a  war  of 
six  months  or  a  year.  A  few  were  wiser.  The  English  labor  leader, 
John  Burns,  said  to  a  friend:  “A  war  with  the  Central  Powers  will 
last  three  years.  It  will  cost  us  $35,000,000,000.  We  shall  lose  a 
million  men.  It  will  end  in  world  revolution/'  The  war  in  fact 
lasted  four  years,  a  desperate  soul-killing  struggle,  disastrous  to  the 
victors  as  well  as  to  the  vanquished.  We  can  understand  it  best 
by  dividing  it  into  three  periods. 

I.  First  Period,  1914-1916;  No  Victory  in  Sight  for 

Either  Side 

Military  and  naval  strength  of  the  Central  and  Allied  Powers,  and 
how  time  fought  on  the  side  of  the  latter.  At  the  beginning  of 
the  war  the  Central  Powers  were  Germany  and  Austria.  Italy 
refused  to  join  them,  on  the  ground  that  the  Central  Powers  were 
not  attacked  but  were  themselves  the  aggressors.  The  Allied 
Powers  were  France,  Russia,  Great  Britain,  and  Serbia.  What  was 
the  relative  military  and  naval  strength  of  the  two  sides  at  the 
opening  of  the  war?  In  this  comparison  we  may  omit  Serbia. 
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The  principal  naval  power  was,  of  course,  Great  Britain,  which 
had  by  far  the  largest  and  most  efficient  navy  in  the  world.  Add¬ 
ing  to  this  the  French,  Russian,  and  Japanese  navies  (Japan 
entered  the  war  August  23,  1914),  the  Allies  had  from  the  first  a 
great  naval  superiority  over  the  Central  Powers. 

In  respect  to  armies  the  two  sides  were  more  evenly  balanced. 
In  1914  the  active  armies  of  the  Central  Powers  (Austria  and 
Germany)  totaled  about  1,000,000;  their  reserves  totaled  about 
8,000,000.  The  active  armies  of  the  Allied  Powers  (France, 
Russia,  and  Great  Britain)  totaled  a  little  less  than  2,000,000; 
their  reserves  a  little  more  than  10,000,000.  The  military  strength 
of  the  Allied  Powers  was  not,  however,  so  great  as  these  figures 
imply,  because  the  huge  Russian  army  (active  army,  1,000,000; 
reserves,  6,000,000)  was  far  inferior  to  the  others  in  equipment, 
organization,  training,  and  morale.  We  may  say,  therefore,  that 
while  the  Allied  Powers  possessed  a  great  naval  superiority,  in 
military  effectiveness  the  two  sides  were  about  evenly  balanced. 

But  there  was  another  factor  of  great  importance.  This  was 
time.  In  population  and  in  economic  resources,  the  Allied  Powers 
were  far  superior  to  the  Central  Powers.  All  they  needed  was  time 
to  make  effective  use  of  these  resources.  Time  fought  on  the  side 
of  the  Allied  Powers.  The  Germans  understood  this  well.  Their 
best  chance  of  winning  the  war  lay  in  winning  it  quickly,  by  in¬ 
flicting  a  decisive  defeat  on  one  enemy  or  the  other  at  the  very 
start. 

How  the  Germans  expected  to  win  the  war  quickly,  and  how  they 
nearly  succeeded:  First  Battle  of  the  Marne,  September  6-12,  1914. 

The  German  plan  was  to  inflict  a  sudden  and  crushing  defeat  on 
France,  forcing  her  to  make  peace;  and  then,  with  Austrian  aid,  to 
defeat  Russia  at  leisure. 

With  amazing  speed  and  precision  the  German  armies  were 
mobilized  on  the  western  front.  To  invade  France  where  her 
frontier  was  unfortified,  the  German  armies  had  to  pass  through 
Belgium.  The  Belgians  relied  upon  the  excellent  forts  at  Liege 
and  Namur  to  delay  the  Germans  until  the  French  and  British 
came  to  their  assistance.  Much  to  the  surprise  of  the  Allies,  and 
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perhaps  to  the  Germans  themselves,  these  strong  forts  were  bat¬ 
tered  to  pieces  in  a  few  hours  by  the  German  42-centimeter 
howitzers.  Belgian  resistance  delayed  the  Germans  only  eighteen 
days. 

Even  this  slight  delay  was  of  priceless  importance  to  the  French 
and  British.  The  British  had  long  ago  prepared  for  war.  With 
a  speed  and  precision  equal  to  that  of  the  Germans  they  trans¬ 
ported  an  army  of  160,000  to  Belgium.  At  the  same  time  the 
French  commander,  General  Joffre,  moved  three  armies  into  Bel¬ 
gium  to  stay  the  invasion  of  the  Germans.  August  22-23  the 
French  and  British  first  met  the  Germans,  at  Charleroi  and  Mons; 
but  the  Germans  were  victorious,  and  on  August  23  General  Joffre 
was  forced  to  order  a  “strategic  retreat”  into  France. 

For  nearly  two  weeks  (August  24-September  5)  this  famous 
retreat  from  Mons  continued.  The  German  armies  of  Von  Kluck 
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and  Von  Biilow  poured  into  France,  pushing  the  French  and 
British  back  towards  the  Marne  River.  By  September  3  Von 
Kluck's  army  was  within  twenty-five  miles  of  Paris.  Behind  the 
Marne  River,  from  Paris  to  Verdun,  General  Joffre  made  his 
stand.  Both  sides  realized  that  a  decisive  moment  had  arrived. 
'The  time  has  come,”  General  Joffre  said,  "to  advance  at  all 
costs,  and  to  die  where  you  stand  rather  than  give  way."  A  Ger¬ 
man  army  order  of  September  6  states:  "The  great  decision  is 
.  .  .  at  hand.  Everything  depends  on  the  result  of  tomorrow/' 

The  famous  first  "Battle  of  the  Marne”  was  not  decided  on  the 
morrow.  It  lasted  nearly  a  week  (September  6-12,  1914).  In 
the  end  the  Germans  were  defeated.  The  victory  of  the  Allies  was 
due  chiefly  to  three  things:  (1)  As  the  French  retreated  from 
Belgium  they  were  all  the  time  in  closer  touch  with  their  base  of 
supplies,  the  Germans  farther  from  their  base  of  supplies.  This 
gave  the  French  a  great  advantage  in  a  battle  lasting  several  days. 
(2)  When  the  French-British  line  made  its  stand  on  the  Marne, 
a  new  French  army  was  sent  up  to  the  left  of  the  British.  General 
von  Kluck,  thinking  that  the  British  were  still  the  extreme  left 
of  the  French  line,  moved  too  far  east,  only  to  find  the  new 
French  army  on  his  extreme  right.  To  avoid  being  outflanked  he 
had  to  execute  a  hasty  retreat.  (3)  The  French  center  was  com¬ 
manded  by  General  Foch  (later  commander-in-chief  of  the  Allied 
forces),  whose  brilliant  tactics  forced  General  von  Hausen  to  fall 
back  in  confusion.  This  necessitated  the  retreat  of  the  entire 
German  army. 

On  September  10  the  battle  was  virtually  won.  The  French 
hoped  to  push  the  Germans  out  of  France.  But  the  Germans 
retired  only  to  the  north  of  the  Aisne  (September  12).  There 
they  remained.  The  western  front  now  became  "stabilized.”  It 
ran  roughly  from  Nieuport,  in  Belgium,  south  to  a  point  north  of 
Compiegne  and  Soissons,  then  east  and  southeast  to  the  Swiss 
frontier— a  distance  of  nearly  600  miles.  Along  this  line  the  two 
armies  "dug  themselves  in.”  With  slight  modifications  on  either 
side,  this  remained  the  line  of  the  western  front  during  the  v/ar, 
except  for  the  last  desperate  drive  of  the  Germans  in  1918. 
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The  Battle  of  the  Marne  was  the  decisive  event  of  the  early 
years.  The  attempt  of  the  Germans  to  win  the  war  quickly  by 
a  crushing  victory  had  failed.  It  gave  the  Allied  Powers  time. 
It  meant  that  the  war  was  to  be  a  long  and  desperate  struggle. 

War  on  the  eastern  front,  1914-1916:  How  the  Russian  "steam 
roller"  did  some  damage  at  first  but  later  proved  ineffective.  In 
1914  the  Germans  employed  their  major  force  against  France. 
The  Allies  hoped,  therefore,  that  the  huge  Russian  armies  (the 
Russian  "steam  roller"  according  to  the  popular  phrase)  would 
by  sheer  numbers  overwhelm  the  Germans  and  Austrians.  At 
first  the  Russians  seemed  about  to  justify  these  hopes.  Although 
Von  Hindenburg  won  a  brilliant  victory  over  the  Russians  at 
Tannenberg  (August  26-30,  1914)  the  Austrian  armies  were  badly 
defeated  in  September  by  the  Russians,  who  made  a  virtual  con¬ 
quest  of  the  Austrian  province  of  Galicia. 

These  early  successes  encouraged  the  Allies.  They  even  dis¬ 
cussed  the  question  of  dividing  the  spoils  of  victory.  Secret 
treaties  were  signed  by  France,  Russia,  and  Great  Britain  in  which 
it  was  agreed  that  Russia  should  get  Constantinople;  France, 
Alsace-Lorraine;  and  Great  Britain,  the  German  colonies.  In  order 
to  make  victory  more  certain  they  invited  Italy  to  join  them  and 
promised  that  in  case  of  victory  Italy  should  get  part  of  the  Aus¬ 
trian  Tyrol,  Trieste,  and  parts  of  the  Turkish  Empire.  With  this 
bargain  struck,  Italy  declared  war  on  Austria  (May  23,  1915). 

But  the  hopes  of  the  Allies  were  premature.  Italy  was  at  first 
of  little  aid.  An  Allied  naval  expedition  designed  to  take  Con¬ 
stantinople  (the  so-called  "Gallipoli  Expedition,"  February- 
March,  1915)  was  a  dismal  failure.  Worst  of  all,  in  the  summer 
and  fall  of  1915  the  Central  Powers  carried  everything  before  them 
on  the  eastern  front.  General  Mackensen  drove  the  Russians  out 
of  the  greater  part  of  Galicia.  General  Flindenburg  took  Warsaw 
and  conquered  nearly  all  of  Russian  Poland.  In  this  terrible  cam¬ 
paign  a  million  Russian  soldiers  were  captured  and  two  million 
killed  or  wounded.  Then  the  German  and  Austrian  armies,  aided 
by  Bulgaria  (which  declared  war,  October,  1915),  conquered 
Serbia,  Montenegro,  and  Albania. 
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The  Blocked  Harbor  at  Zeebrugge,  Belgium 


On  the  night  of  April  22,  1918,  between  11:20  p.m.  and  1:30  a.m.,  the 
harbor  of  Zeebrugge,  which  German  submarines  had  been  using  as  a  base  of 
operations,  was  blocked  by  the  British,  by  sinking  two  of  their  own  ships  in 
the  entrance.  This  was  one  of  the  most  daring  naval  operations  of  the  war. 

Thus  at  the  beginning  of  1916  the  Central  Powers  had  reason  to 
be  confident  of  success.  In  the  west  they  held  Belgium  and  a  con¬ 
siderable  part  of  northern  France.  In  the  east  they  had  crippled 
Russia,  occupied  Russian  Poland,  and  virtually  conquered  the 
Balkans.  In  one  respect  only  were  they  at  a  serious  disadvantage 
—the  Allies  controlled  the  sea. 

The  naval  war,  1914-1916:  How  the  Allies  profited  by  controlling 
the  sea.  The  one  decisive  advantage  which  enabled  the  Allies  to 
win  the  war  was  control  of  the  sea.  The  first  and  essential  task 
was  to  destroy  the  German  fleet  or  hold  it  in  German  ports.  This 
was  on  the  whole  effectively  done  from  the  first,  except  for  the 
submarines.  In  May,  1916,  the  German  fleet  at  last  ventured  out 
into  the  North  Sea  and  attacked  the  British  fleet  near  Jutland,  off 
the  coast  of  Denmark.  The  Battle  of  Jutland  was  the  one  con¬ 
siderable  naval  battle  of  the  war;  but  although  the  British  suffered 
serious  losses,  the  German  fleet  returned  to  port,  where  it  re¬ 
mained  until  the  close  of  the  war. 

Control  of  the  sea  enabled  British  merchant  ships  to  transport 
troops  to  France.  It  enabled  the  Allies  to  conquer  the  German 
colonies  and  to  sweep  German  commerce  from  the  sea.  But  the 
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great  object  of  the  naval  war  was  to  blockade  the  Central  Powers 
and  force  them  to  submit  in  the  end  from  lack  of  food  and  sup¬ 
plies,  even  if  they  could  not  be  defeated  by  force  of  arms.  This 
could  not  be  done  without  violating  the  rules  of  international 
law.  But  in  a  life-and-death  struggle  belligerent  countries  have 
rarely  paid  much  attention  to  the  rules  of  international  law.  It 
was  so  in  this  war.  By  drastic  interference  with  the  commerce 
of  neutrals— the  United  States  and  the  Scandinavian  countries— 
the  British  navy  pretty  effectively  prevented  the  importation  of 
commodities  into  Germany  through  the  North  Sea. 

For  Germany  this  was  a  serious  matter.  How  could  she  break 
this  blockade?  Her  one  chance  was  by  means  of  submarines. 
Submarines  could  easily  slip  out  into  the  North  Sea  and,  without 
warning,  torpedo  British  naval  vessels,  or  destroy  British  or  neutral 
merchant  ships  carrying  supplies  to  Great  Britain  or  France.  But 
the  submarine  could  not  easily  destroy  merchant  ships,  and  at  the 
same  time  save  the  crew  and  passengers.  In  a  life-and-death 
struggle  the  Germans  were  no  more  willing  than  the  British  to 
observe  the  rules  of  international  law.  The  German  government 
therefore  announced  that  after  February  18,  1915,  the  waters 
around  the  British  Isles  would  be  regarded  as  a  "war  area,”  in 
which  "neutral  vessels  may  be  exposed  to  danger.” 

With  this  warning  Germany  began  her  first  effort  to  break  the 
blockade,  and  during  the  year  it  became  clear  that  Allied  control 
of  the  sea  would  not  be  so  easy  as  had  been  thought.  The  most 
dramatic  episode  was  the  sinking  of  the  Lusitania.  The  Lusitania 
was  a  British  merchant  liner;  but  during  the  war  it  was  registered 
as  an  "auxiliary  cruiser”  in  the  British  navy.  This  made  it  a  war 
vessel,  likely  to  be  carrying  arms  and  ammunition.  On  May  1, 
1915,  the  Lusitania  left  New  York  City,  unarmed  for  combat  but 
carrying  a  small  cargo  of  contraband  articles  and  munitions  of 
war,  and  about  1900  passengers.  Six  days  later  it  was  torpedoed 
by  a  German  submarine  off  the  coast  of  Ireland,  and  sank  imme¬ 
diately,  with  the  loss  of  more  than  half  the  passengers,  of  whom 
114  were  Americans. 

This  event  proved  the  effectiveness  of  the  submarine.  Never- 
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theless,  the  sinking  of  the  Lusitania  was  a  blunder.  As  a  military 
measure  it  gained  the  Germans  nothing;  as  a  frightful  act  of  in¬ 
humanity  it  did  much  to  alienate  the  United  States.  President 
Wilson  protested  vigorously,  and  at  last  (May  5,  1916)  the  Ger¬ 
man  government  promised  to  abandon  the  “unrestricted”  sub¬ 
marine  war  until  further  notice— that  is,  it  promised  not  to  sink 
merchant  vessels  without  warning,  or  without  due  provision  for  the 
safety  of  the  passengers. 

Two  great  but  futile  efforts  to  break  the  western  front:  Battle  of 
Verdun,  February-July,  1916;  Battle  of  the  Somme,  July-November, 

1916.  The  Germans  abandoned  unrestricted  submarine  warfare 
chiefly  in  order  to  conciliate  the  United  States.  But  they  were 
the  more  willing  to  do  so  because  of  their  sweeping  victories  in 
the  east  (see  p.  743).  Elated  by  these  victories,  the  Germans 
made  another  effort  to  break  the  western  line  and  force  the  French 
to  make  peace. 

They  chose  Verdun  as  the  point  of  attack.  They  began  the 
attack  with  a  bombardment  which  in  scope  and  intensity  had 
never  before  been  experienced.  This  was  no  “battle”  in  the  old 
sense.  It  lasted  five  months— from  February  to  July.  Week  after 
week,  under  cover  of  the  terrific  bombardment,  the  Germans 
pushed  in  their  troops.  The  French  rallied  to  the  defense  of 
Verdun  with  a  resolution  that  won  the  admiration  of  the  world, 
even  of  the  Germans  themselves.  It  was  a  resolution  born  of 
despair.  “They  shall  not  pass!”  became  a  national  cry.  At  last 
the  German  emperor  gave  “the  momentous  order  for  the  cessation 
of  the  offensive.”  The  Germans  had  sacrificed  300,000  lives  in 
the  hope  of  a  decisive  victory.  They  had  gained  nothing  but 
130  square  miles  of  French  territory. 

This  terrible  failure,  in  a  battle  of  their  own  choosing,  with 
every  advantage  of  preparation,  depressed  the  Central  Powers  and 
encouraged  the  Allies.  During  the  course  of  the  Battle  of  Verdun, 
the  Allies  prepared  a  counter-offensive.  The  point  chosen  was  the 
Somme  River,  near  Bapaume.  Here  the  French  and  British  made 
a  concentrated  drive  on  the  German  lines  which  lasted,  with  short 
lulls  in  the  fighting,  from  July  to  November,  1916.  After  four 
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Battles  of  Verdun  and  the  Somme,  1916 

The  gains  of  the  Germans  at  Verdun  and  of  the  Allies  on  the  Somme,  made 
at  frightful  cost  in  lives,  left  the  western  front  virtually  as  it  was  before. 

months  of  desperate  fighting,  at  the  cost  of  more  than  half  a 
million  men,  the  Allies  had  pushed  the  Germans  back  over  an 
area  of  perhaps  120  square  miles.  But  the  German  lines  were 
never  broken,  and  in  some  respects  they  were  stronger  at  the 
end  than  at  the  beginning  of  the  battle. 

The  result  of  these  two  desperate  battles  was  a  deadlock.  More 
than  a  million  lives  had  been  sacrificed  without  substantial  result. 
At  the  end  of  1916  the  Central  Powers  seemed  impregnable  on 
land;  the  Allies  controlled  the  sea.  Neither  side  was  any  longer 
very  confident  of  winning  the  war. 

How  the  war  became  more  ruthless  and  expensive,  and  why  the 
people  on  both  sides  began  to  talk  of  peace.  The  nature  of  the 
Great  War  was  unforeseen.  Even  the  military  men  found  that 
the  art  of  war  had  to  be  learned  over  again,  and  from  week  to 
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week,  from  month  to  month,  new  methods  of  fighting  had  to  be 
adopted  and  tried  out. 

One  of  these  changes  concerned  forts.  The  Belgians  had  con¬ 
structed  forts  at  Liege  and  Namur.  For  forty  years  the  French  had 
spent  vast  sums  in  the  elaborate  fortification  of  the  Alsace-Lorraine 
frontier.  Forts  had  always  been  effective  in  past  wars— the  best 
ones  rarely  being  taken  except  after  long  sieges.  With  their  42- 
centimeter  howitzers,  the  Germans  battered  the  excellent  Liege 
and  Namur  forts  to  pieces  in  a  few  hours.  Two  weeks  of  fighting 
proved  that  forty  years  of  fort  construction  and  maintenance  were 
wasted  effort. 

Another  change  concerned  “battles.”  In  former  days  cam¬ 
paigns  were  won  by  pitched  battles  lasting  a  day,  three  days— at 
most,  two  weeks.  Armies  fought  in  the  open,  marched  and 
countermarched,  maneuvering  for  position.  At  the  Battle  of 
Austerlitz,  Napoleon  stood  on  a  height  of  ground  and  through 
glasses  surveyed  the  entire  field.  At  the  Battle  of  the  Marne  the 
line  of  battle  extended  from  Paris  to  Verdun— a  distance  of  125 
miles.  General  Joffre  could  not  stand  on  a  height  of  ground  and 
see  this  battle.  He  had  to  sit  in  a  room  and  listen  to  reports  over 
a  telephone.  He  had  to  trust,  far  more  than  Napoleon  ever  did, 
to  the  wisdom  of  his  several  subordinate  commanders.  The  Ger¬ 
man  plan  of  campaign  in  August,  1914,  had  been  carefully  devised 
on  the  model  of  the  campaign  in  1870.  The  Germans  had  fore¬ 
seen  everything— with  one  exception.  They  had  not  foreseen  that 
the  scale  of  modern  war  was  too  large  to  be  safely  planned  on  the 
model  of  any  previous  war. 

Another  novelty  was  “trench  war.”  On  both  sides  elaborate 
trenches  were  constructed,  running  zigzag  in  parallel  lines,  with 
stairs  going  up  and  down  underground  rooms  in  which  supplies 
were  kept  or  soldiers  rested  when  off  duty.  Between  the  lines  of 
the  opposing  armies  was  “no  man’s  land,”  obstructed  with  mounds 
of  earth  and  barbed  wire  entanglements,  often  electrically  charged. 
The  characteristic  operation  was  “going  over  the  top.”  Soldiers 
made  a  concerted  rush  out  of  the  trenches,  worming  their  way 
through  the  entanglements,  skulking  along  behind  hillocks, 
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First  Aid  in  the  Trenches 

From  a  painting  by  P.  Halke.  A  section  of  the  German  trenches  is  shown 
here,  with  Red  Cross  officials  applying  first  aid  to  the  wounded. 

through  shell  holes,  or  through  the  shell-stripped  timber.  “Going 
over  the  top”  was  a  helter-skelter  attack,  at  this  point  or  that, 
wherever  it  was  thought  possible  to  take  a  few  prisoners  or  destroy 
a  small  section  of  enemy  trenches. 

For  this  sort  of  war,  cavalry  was  useless.  But  artillery  was  indis¬ 
pensable,  both  for  destroying  trenches  and  for  creating  a  smoke 
screen  or  “barrage,”  under  cover  of  which  infantry  could  cross 
“no  man’s  land”  unseen.  Advancing  under  a  barrage,  it  was  often 
difficult  to  tell  whether  the  dropping  shells  came  from  friendly  or 
hostile  batteries.  The  famous  Austrian  violinist,  Fritz  Kreisler, 
informed  a  superior  officer  that  he 

could  actually  determine  by  the  sound  the  exact  place  where  a 
shell  was  reaching  its  acme  (highest  point)  ...  A  few  days 
later  I  was  sent  on  a  reconnoitering  tour,  .  .  .  and  it  was  later  on 
reported  to  me  that  I  had  succeeded  in  giving  to  our  batteries 
almost  the  exact  range  of  the  Russian  guns  ...  It  is  the  only 
instance  where  my  musical  ear  was  of  value  during  my  service.1 

1  Fritz  Kreisler,  Four  Weeks  in  the  Trenches,  pp.  28,  29.  Houghton 
Mifflin  Company. 
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Few  men  had  the  ear  of  a  Fritz  Kreisler,  and  ordinarily  other 
means  had  to  be  found  for  locating  enemy  positions.  The  airplane 
provided  one  of  the  new  methods  of  doing  this,  besides  being 
useful  for  dropping  bombs  on  trenches  and  on  accumulations  of 
ammunition  and  stores  behind  the  lines.  Heavy  artillery,  75’s, 
and  machine  guns,  supplemented  with  airplanes,  poison  gas,  and 
armored-tanks  lumbering  through  underbrush,  over  ditches,  hil¬ 
locks,  and  trenches  with  the  easy  flexibility  and  the  resistless  power 
of  some  dull-eyed  prehistoric  mammal — these  were  the  indispen¬ 
sable  instruments  preparing  the  way  for  the  common  soldier  with 
the  old-fashioned  but  still  effective  bayonet. 

To  provide  the  millions  of  soldiers  in  the  trenches  with  equip¬ 
ment,  food,  and  hospital  service  was  a  task  more  complicated  and 
more  expensive  than  anyone  had  dreamed  of.  A  tenth  of  the 
population  had  to  be  mobilized  as  soldiers;  more  than  another 
tenth  was  engaged  in  providing  the  soldiers  with  needed  supplies. 
Never  before  did  war  so  greatly  transform  the  occupations  of  the 
people  and  the  industrial  activities  of  the  nations  concerned.  Fac¬ 
tories  turned  to  the  manufacture  of  munitions,  airplanes,  poison 
gas,  big  guns,  lorries,  uniforms,  and  hospital  supplies.  Boys  and 
old  men,  girls  and  women  of  all  ages  found  employment  in  muni¬ 
tion  factories;  as  secretaries  and  typists;  with  the  Red  Cross  “over 
there”;  as  nurses,  at  home  or  abroad;  or  as  drivers  of  Ford  cars  and 
trucks  back  of  the  lines.  In  the  end  success  depended  quite  as 
much  upon  the  man-power  and  economic  resources  of  the  nation 
concerned  as  upon  the  size  of  armies,  or  the  genius  of  military 
commanders. 

Above  all,  men  and  money  were  needed.  The  daily  cost  of  the 
war  mounted  steadily,  reaching  fabulous  sums.  It  is  estimated 
that  the  total  cost  of  the  war  in  money  spent  and  in  property 
destroyed  was  approximately  $216,000,000,000.  Such  amounts  are 
beyond  the  imagination  to  grasp.  The  cost  is  more  easily  realized 
if  we  remember  that  the  British  Empire  alone  spent  on  an  average 
$24,000,000  a  day,  or  $1,000,000  an  hour.  Worse  than  the  cost  in 
money  was  the  frightful  cost  in  life.  It  is  estimated  that  during 
the  war  nearly  65,000,000  men  were  mobilized;  that  of  these  about 


THE  GREAT  WAR,  1914-1918 


751 


©  William  Thompson 

Barbed  Wire  in  the  Streets  of  Reims 
Barbed  wire  was  extensively  used  as  a  barricade  to  protect  the  trenches  and 
fortifications.  Reims,  with  its  beautiful  Gothic  cathedral,  suffered  great 
damages  during  the  many  bombardments  near  it. 

8,360,000  were  killed  or  died  of  illness,  and  about  21,000,000  were 
wounded.  There  was  scarcely  a  family  in  the  chief  European 
countries  concerned  that  did  not  count  its  dead  or  maimed  or 
missing  members. 

Four  years  of  unprecedented  activity,  of  suffering,  of  anger  and 
hope  deferred  created  a  strain  that  was  terrific.  Little  wonder 
that  the  people  in  each  country  gladly  believed  all  the  evil  reports 
of  their  enemies.  Stories  of  “atrocities”  were  circulated  and 
credited  in  every  country.  Atrocity  stories  were  not  made  up  out 
of  whole  cloth.  They  were  for  the  most  part  based  on  incidents 
that  were  magnified  as  they  were  repeated  from  mouth  to  mouth, 
or  rumors  which,  in  this  heated  air  of  fear  and  hatred,  were  inflated 
beyond  recognition  and  accepted  without  question.  In  every 
war  people  are  amazed  at  the  atrocities  committed  by  the  enemy, 
forgetting  that  war  is  itself  the  chief  of  atrocities. 

Curiously  enough  soldiers  were  less  given  to  hating  the  enemy, 
and  less  disposed  to  credit  the  atrocity  stories,  than  civilians  at 
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home.  Civilians  noted  that  soldiers  were  oddly  changed  after  the 
first  twelve  months  of  war.  Something  had  happened  to  them. 
Returning  home  on  short  leaves  they  often  seemed  almost  strangers 
to  their  parents  and  friends.  After  the  first  glad  greetings,  they 
were  curiously  silent.  They  seemed  little  disposed  to  talk  of  the 
war.  They  felt  that  the  people  “back  home”  knew  nothing  of  the 
desperate  business,  war.  Trench  war  meant  wallowing  in  the 
slime,  fighting  vermin,  fighting  utter  exhaustion,  fighting  the  still 
more  dreadful  “shell  shock”  induced  by  the  perpetual  racket  of 
machine  guns  and  the  terrible  detonation  of  the  heavy  artillery. 
In  this  inferno  time  stood  still;  the  past  seemed  unreal  and  the 
future  non-existent.  To  the  soldiers  who  survived,  the  cheerful 

conversation  of  the  people  “back  there,”  still  talking  of  war  for 

♦ 

“freedom  and  democracy,”  seemed  too  often  but  the  shrill  prattle 
of  children  whose  toys  had  been  upset. 

After  two  years  the  strain  was  beginning  to  tell,  and  people  on 
both  sides  were  wondering  whether  the  objects  of  the  war  could 
be  attained.  The  war  seemed  to  have  reached  a  deadlock.  The 
Central  Powers  were  on  the  whole  triumphant  on  land,  but  their 
desperate  effort  at  Verdun  to  end  the  war  had  failed.  The  Allies 
were  masters  of  the  sea,  but  they  had  barely  been  able  to  hold 
the  western  front.  Moreover,  their  efforts  in  the  east  had  failed, 
and  their  ally,  Russia,  was  a  crippled  and  uncertain  support.  In 
this  time  of  exhaustion  and  low  spirits,  when  no  one  could  foresee 
the  end,  people  on  both  sides  began  to  talk  of  peace. 

II.  Second  Period,  1917:  Peace  Proposals;  The  United  States 
Enters  the  War;  Russia  Withdraws 

Peace  proposals:  How  President  Wilson  asked  the  belligerents  to 
say  what  they  were  fighting  for,  and  why  they  told  him  less  than  they 
might  have  told.  December  12,  1916,  the  German  government 
suggested  a  conference  “for  the  re-establishment  of  lasting  peace.” 
The  Allied  governments  rejected  this  proposal.  Meantime,  Presi¬ 
dent  Wilson,  on  December  18,  1916,  sent  a  note  (prepared  before 
he  learned  of  the  German  proposal)  to  all  the  belligerent  govern¬ 
ments.  He  pointed  out  that  the  “objects  which  .  .  .  both  sides 
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have. in  mind  in  this  war  are  virtually  the  same,  as  stated  in  general 
terms  to  their  own  people  and  to  the  world/’  Would  it  not  be 
well  to  state  these  objects  in  more  detailed  and  specific  terms? 
The  belligerent  governments  might  then  find  that  by  a  little  con¬ 
cession  on  both  sides  this  frightful  war  might  be  ended. 

Both  sides  replied  to  President  Wilson’s  note.  These  replies 
showed  that  the  Central  Powers  were  willing  to  enter  a  peace 
conference  but  not  to  publish  their  peace  terms,  while  the  Allies 
were  willing  to  publish  their  peace  terms— or  some  of  them— but 
not  to  enter  a  peace  conference.  What  is  the  explanation  of 
this  difference  of  attitude? 

First,  as  to  the  Central  Powers.  Their  attitude  was  apparently 
determined  by  a  sharp  difference  of  opinion  between  the  civil  and 
the  military  authorities.  The  German  chancellor,  Bethmann-Holl- 
weg,  doubted  whether  a  complete  victory  was  possible,  and  for 
this  reason  it  seemed  to  him  that  the  Central  Powers  could  prob¬ 
ably  make  a  better  peace  now  than  later.  But  the  military  author¬ 
ities  were  still  confident  of  winning  a  complete  victory.  This  was 
the  opinion  of  Ludendorff,  the  chief  of  the  German  general  staff, 
who  used  his  great  influence  to  discredit  anyone  who  talked  of  a 
compromise  peace.  This  is  perhaps  why  the  civil  authorities  were 
unwilling  to  publish  any  terms  of  peace.  To  publish  the  terms 
demanded  by  Ludendorff  would  discredit  them  before  the  world. 
To  publish  any  reasonable  terms  would  enable  the  military  author¬ 
ities  to  discredit  them  in  the  eyes  of  their  own  people. 

Second,  as  to  the  Allied  Powers.  They  had  no  faith  in  the  sin¬ 
cerity  of  the  Central  Powers  in  proposing  a  peace  conference.  Be¬ 
sides,  they  were  fighting  for  certain  objects  which  they  were  un¬ 
willing  to  reveal.  These  objects  were  defined  in  the  famous  “secret 
treaties”  between  the  Allied  governments,  in  which  they  agreed 
that  at  the  close  of  the  war,  if  they  were  successful,  they  would 
demand:  (1)  for  Russia,  Constantinople  and  Poland;  (2)  for 
Great  Britain,  the  German  colonies  and  the  “neutral  zone”  in 
Persia;  (3)  for  France,  Alsace-Lorraine  and  the  domination  of  the 
left  bank  of  the  Rhine;  (4)  for  Italy,  the  city  of  Trieste  and  the 
major  part  of  Albania  and  the  Austrian  Tyrol;  (5)  for  all  four 
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powers,  appropriate  parts  of  the  Turkish  Empire.  The  Allies  felt 
that  the  secret  treaties  must  be  kept  secret,  since  they  disproved 
the  repeated  assertion  that  the  Allies  were  fighting  for  defense 
only  and  not  for  conquest.  Above  all,  to  reveal  the  terms  of  the 
treaties  would  lose  them  the  sympathy  of  President  Wilson  and 
perhaps  make  it  impossible  to  induce  the  United  States  to  enter 
the  war. 

Thus  the  attempt  of  President  Wilson  to  bring  about  peace  at 
the  beginning  of  1917  came  to  nothing.  Meantime,  the  failure  of 
the  peace  proposals  was  followed  by  two  events  of  the  greatest 
importance.  These  were:  (1)  the  Russian  Revolution  in  March, 
1917,  and  the  practical  withdrawal  of  Russia  from  the  war;  (2)  the 
entrance  of  the  United  States  into  the  war  on  the  side  of  the 
Allies  in  April,  1917. 

Why  President  Wilson  decided  to  make  war  on  Germany,  April  6, 
1917.  In  1914  most  people  in  the  United  States  thought  that  the 
European  war  was  no  affair  of  theirs,  and  almost  no  one  thought 
it  possible  that  the  United  States  would  ever  take  part  in  it.  Yet 
as  the  war  dragged  on,  a  great  many  people  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  United  States  must  sooner  or  later  join  the  Allies. 

The  growth  of  this  pro-war  sentiment  was  the  result  of  many 
influences.  What  the  people  of  the  United  States  read  about 
the  origins  of  the  war,  and  about  the  war  itself,  came  almost  wholly 
from  French  and  British  sources;  they  heard  the  Allied  side  of  the 
story,  but  not  the  German  side.  They  were  aroused  by  the  Lusi¬ 
tania  incident  (p.  745)  and  other  acts  of  hostility  against  the 
United  States.  They  were  convinced  that  Germany  was  guilty 
of  unheard  of  atrocities  in  conducting  it.  They  were  told,  and 
believed,  that  if  Germany  won  the  war  and  established  her  domin¬ 
ion  in  Europe,  she  would  then  attack  the  United  States,  and  that 
it  was  better  for  the  United  States  to  fight  now,  when  she  had 
the  aid  of  the  Allies,  than  later  when  she  would  have  to  fight 
alone.  Besides,  a  great  deal  of  American  money  was  invested 
in  commerce  with  the  Allied  countries,  and  both  the  government 
and  private  bankers  had  loaned  many  millions  to  Britain,  France, 
and  Italy.  Thus  commercial  and  financial  relations  with  the  Allied 
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countries  were  intimate  and  important,  but  not  with  the  Central 
Powers.  For  all  of  these  reasons  there  was,  in  early  1917,  a  power¬ 
ful  pro- war  sentiment  in  the  United  States. 

At  this  point,  when  it  was  touch  and  go  as  to  whether  the 
United  States  would  enter  the  war,  the  German  government  made 
it  certain.  In  January,  1917,  it  announced  the  renewal  of  “unre¬ 
stricted”  submarine  warfare.  At  first  the  submarines  proved  very 
effective.  Within  the  war  zones  neither  warships  nor  merchant 
nor  passenger  vessels  were  safe.  The  Allied  governments  told 
President  Wilson  that  unless  the  United  States  joined  them,  their 
hope  of  winning  the  war  was  slight,  and  the  President  felt  that  it 
was  no  longer  possible  to  remain  neutral.  Acting  on  his  recom¬ 
mendation,  Congress  therefore  declared  war  on  Germany,  April 
6,  1917. 

The  entrance  of  the  United  States  encouraged  the  Allies,  but  at 
first  they  did  not  know  whether  the  President  could  do  more 
than  give  the  Allies  naval  support  in  fighting  the  submarines. 
Perhaps  he  did  not  desire  to  do  more.  The  United  States  had  no 
army,  except  a  force  of  about  100,000  men.  Could  one  be  raised, 
organized,  and  equipped  within  a  year,  or  two  years?  Could  it 
be  safely  transported,  escaping  the  submarines?  These  were  the 
vital  questions  which  in  the  spring  of  1917  no  one  could  answer. 

Meantime,  the  need  for  quick  action  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  was  all  the  greater  because  of  another  event  of  vital  impor¬ 
tance.  This  was  the  Russian  Revolution  (March  12,  1917),  which 
virtually  put  Russia  out  of  the  war,  and  enabled  Germany  to  throw 
all  of  her  forces  against  the  western  front. 

The  Russian  Revolution  of  March  12,  1917:  How  the  Russians 
dethroned  the  tsar,  and  by  so  doing  pleased  the  Allies.  The  Rus¬ 
sian  Revolution  of  1917  was  the  result,  partly  of  the  war,  partly 
of  the  reform  movement  that  had  been  gathering  force  for  a 
hundred  years  (pp.  551,  693).  In  1914  there  were  three  distinct 
reform  parties:  (1)  The  Constitutional  Democratic  party,  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  upper  middle  classes,  wanted  a  constitutional  govern¬ 
ment  such  as  the  countries  of  western  Europe  had.  (2)  The 
Social  Revolutionary  party  was  chiefly  interested  in  having  the 
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land  of  the  nobles  divided  among  the  peasants.  (3)  The  Socialist 
party  of  the  industrial  workers  accepted  the  doctrines  of  Karl  Marx 
and  advocated  the  abolition  of  private  property.  But  the  Socialists 
differed  as  to  the  best  method  of  gaining  these  ends.  The 
Menscheviki  (“Minority”)  believed  that  social  and  economic  re¬ 
forms  might  be  brought  about  slowly  and  peacefully.  The  Bol- 
sheviki  (“Majority”)  believed  the  workers  could  get  what  they 
wanted  only  by  a  sudden  and  violent  revolution  which  would 
establish  the  “dictatorship  of  the  proletariat.” 

When  the  war  broke  out  in  1914,  all  parties  except  the  Bolshe¬ 
viks  supported  it  with  enthusiasm.  But  this  enthusiasm  did  not 
last.  Early  victories  were  followed  by  disastrous  defeats.  The 
loss  of  life  was  frightful.  People  asked  why  Russia,  with  the  largest 
armies  of  all,  should  always  be  defeated.  Their  answer  was— and  it 
was  the  true  one— that  the  civil  and  military  officials  were  ineffi¬ 
cient  and  corrupt.  Thus  after  two  years  of  failure  the  people  were 
disillusioned.  They  asked,  “What  are  we  fighting  for?  Are  we 
fighting  for  a  blind  tsar  who  listens  only  to  a  stupid  and  corrupt 
aristocracy?” 

All  this  discontent  came  to  a  head  in  the  winter  of  1916-1917. 
Army  officers  and  members  of  the  Duma  openly  charged  the 
government  with  corruption  and  incompetence.  Peasants  began 
to  attack  the  country  houses  of  the  nobles.  Workmen  in  the 
towns  refused  to  work.  Some  troops  in  Petrograd,  who  were 
ordered  to  fire  on  the  striking  workmen,  joined  the  workers. 
Several  armies  throughout  the  country  declared  their  support  of 
the  revolution.  The  tsar  and  his  ministers  ordered  a  special  train 
to  take  them  to  Petrograd,  in  the  hope  of  restoring  order  there; 
but  the  workmen  sidetracked  the  train  and  uncoupled  the  engine. 
When  Nicholas  II,  Tsar  of  all  the  Russias,  was  left  sitting  in  a 
train  shunted  off  on  a  sidetrack,  the  game  was  played  out.  Three 
days  later,  March  15,  Nicholas  abdicated  the  throne. 

A  provisional  government  was  at  once  organized  under  the  presi¬ 
dency  of  Prince  Lvov,  a  landowner.  The  new  government  was 
controlled  by  the  Constitutional  Democrats,  but  it  included  one 
Social  Revolutionary— Alexander  Kerensky.  It  provided  for  the 
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Lenin  Addressing  the  People  from  a  Truck 

election  of  a  national  assembly  to  form  a  constitution  for  Russia. 
It  assured  the  Allies  that  Russia,  now  emancipated  from  the  cor¬ 
rupt  tsardom,  would  prosecute  the  war  with  renewed  enthusiasm 
and  efficiency.  There  was  rejoicing  in  Paris,  London,  Rome,  and 
Washington.  It  was  expected  that  a  free  Russia  would  bring  to  the 
Allies  a  more  effective  support  than  she  had  yet  been  able  to  do. 

The  Russian  Revolution  of  November  7,  1917:  How  the  Russians 
refused  to  fight,  and  by  so  doing  pleased  the  Central  Powers.  The 
rejoicing  of  the  Allies  was  short-lived.  The  provisional  govern¬ 
ment  could  not  redeem  its  promise  to  prosecute  the  war  vigor¬ 
ously,  because  it  did  not  represent  the  ideas  of  the  people  as  a 
whole.  To  the  mass  of  the  people— workers,  peasants,  and  soldiers 
—the  revolution  meant,  not  a  more  vigorous  prosecution  of  the 
war,  but  the  end  of  war.  Therefore,  throughout  the  country, 
workmen  and  soldiers  formed  local  councils  called  soviets ,  which 
ignored  the  provisional  government  and  clamored  for  peace  at  any 
price. 

To  meet  this  situation,  the  provisional  government  was  reor¬ 
ganized  (May,  1917),  with  Alexander  Kerensky  at  its  head.  Since 
Kerensky  was  a  Social  Revolutionary,  it  was  thought  that  he  would 
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be  listened  to  by  the  workers  and  the  peasants.  He  tried  in  vain 
to  restore  discipline  in  the  army.  Aware  that  Russia  would  not 
fight,  he  tried  to  persuade  the  Allied  governments  to  renounce 
their  secret  treaties  and  to  make  peace  with  the  Central  Powers 
on  the  basis  of  “no  annexations  and  no  indemnities.”  The  Allied 
governments  refused  to  do  either. 

As  the  authority  of  the  provisional  government  declined,  the 
power  of  the  local  soviets  increased,  and  the  soviets  were  more  and 
more  directed  by  Bolshevik  leaders.  The  result  was  a  second  revo¬ 
lution,  directed  by  Nicolai  Lenin,  one  of  the  most  remarkable 
men  of  his  time.  November  7,  1917,  the  provisional  government 
was  overthrown  and  replaced  by  the  “Soviet  Republic.”  It  was 
the  “dictatorship  of  the  proletariat”  dreamed  of  by  the  radical 
Socialists — the  Bolsheviks.  The  object  of  the  Soviet  Republic 
was  to  carry  through  the  social  revolution.  As  a  preliminary  to 
that  object,  the  new  government  declared  a  truce  with  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Powers  in  December,  1917;  and  in  March,  1918,  made  peace 
with  them  (Peace  of  Brest-Litovsk,  page  759). 

Thus  the  Russian  Revolution,  which  at  first  encouraged  the 
Allies,  proved  to  be  a  disaster  to  them.  Never,  therefore,  were  the 
Allies  more  discouraged  than  in  the  summer  and  fall  of  1917.  The 
United  States  had  declared  war,  but  was  as  yet  of  little  aid. 
Russia,  instead  of  renewing  the  war  with  vigor,  was  spreading  the 
dangerous  doctrine  of  “peace  with  no  annexations  and  no  indemni¬ 
ties.”  The  doctrine  even  found  adherents  in  France  and  England. 

Meantime,  what  of  the  Central  Powers?  It  appears  that  the 
Austrian  government  was  ready  to  discuss  peace  on  the  Russian 
basis  of  “no  annexations  and  no  indemnities.”  Perhaps  the  Ger¬ 
man  civil  officials  would  have  been  willing  also.  But  the  military 
leaders  were  more  than  ever  convinced  that  they  could  win  the 
war.  The  submarine  war  was  not  so  effective  as  they  had  hoped; 
but  Russia  was  out,  and  the  United  States  not  yet  a  real  assistance. 
“Defeatist”  sentiment  seemed  to  be  strong  in  the  Allied  countries. 
In  this  situation  the  Germans  staked  all  their  hope  on  one  last 
desperate  drive  against  the  western  front  before  the  United  States 
could  land  an  effective  army  in  France. 
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III.  Third  Period,  1918:  Peace  of  Brest-Litovsk;  Last  German 

Drive;  Armistice 

How  the  Germans  made  peace  with  Soviet  Russia  at  Brest-Litovsk, 
March  3,  1918.  Although  Russia  was  really  out  of  the  war  after 
the  first  revolution  (March,  1917)  the  Germans  could  not  safely 
remove  their  troops  to  the  western  front  until  peace  was  formally 
made.  Lenin  was  quite  willing  to  make  peace  on  the  basis  of  no 
annexations  and  no  indemnities.  The  Central  Powers  refused 
these  terms,  and  the  Soviet  Government  then  notified  all  the 
powers  that  “there  is  neither  peace  nor  war  between  Russia  and 
the  Central  Powers.”  Unfortunately,  one  power  can  make  war, 
but  one  power  cannot  alone  get  out  of  it.  In  February,  1918,  the 
German  armies  rapidly  overran  and  occupied  all  of  Russian  Poland, 
Lithuania,  Courland,  Estonia,  Livonia,  and  the  greater  part  of 
Ukrainia.  The  Soviet  Government  therefore  submitted,  under 
protest,  to  the  German  terms,  and  on  March  3,  1918,  the  Peace 
of  Brest-Litovsk  was  signed.  By  this  treaty  the  Soviet  Govern¬ 
ment  lost  a  fourth  of  Russia’s  former  territory  and  population  and 
more  than  half  of  its  former  coal  and  iron  resources. 

Thus  by  March,  1918,  the  Central  Powers  had  won  the  war 
in  the  east.  The  question  was,  could  they  win  it  in  the  west  also? 

The  great  German  drive  of  1918:  Second  Battle  of  the  Marne, 
July  I5-August  2,  1918.  The  German  hope  of  breaking  the  west¬ 
ern  front  in  the  spring  and  summer  of  1918  was  not  altogether  a 
vain  one.  Whereas  the  French  and  the  British  were  finding  it 
difficult  to  keep  their  ranks  filled,  the  Germans  were  able  to  move 
nearly  their  entire  eastern  army  to  the  western  front. 

With  this  advantage,  the  Germans  began  their  last  great  drive 
in  March,  1918.  Within  three  months  they  made  a  great  bend  in 
the  western  front  between  Arras  and  Reims.  Once  more,  as  in 
1914,  they  were  on  the  Marne  River,  this  time  within  50  miles  of 
Paris. 

But  the  situation  was  really  less  desperate  than  the  Allies  feared, 
less  promising  than  the  Germans  hoped.  The  great  drive  cost  the 
Germans  heavily  in  men  and  munitions.  The  submarine  warfare 
failed  to  break  the  blockade,  and  the  undernourished  people  of 
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Second  Battle  of  the  Marne,  July,  1918 
At  the  southern  “salient"  (bulge)  at  Chateau-Thierry  and  Belleau  French 
and  American  armies  began  the  counter-attack  which  forced  the  Germans 

to  retreat. 

Austria  and  Germany  were  being  slowly  starved  into  submission. 
Meantime,  the  Allies  were  becoming  stronger.  In  the  early  sum¬ 
mer  of  1918  American  troops  were  being  landed  in  France  with 
a  speed  and  efficiency  which  few  people  had  supposed  possible. 
By  the  end  of  July  nearly  1,000,000  American  soldiers  were  in 
France.  They  were  incompletely  trained,  but  their  mere  presence 
in  France  encouraged  the  Allies  to  hold  out— gave  them  that  last 
measure  of  desperate  courage  necessary  to  win  the  war.  Com¬ 
pletely  trained  or  not,  they  were  ready  to  be  called  upon  in  an 
emergency. 

The  emergency  was  at  hand  on  July  15,  1918,  when  the  Germans 
began  a  desperate  attempt  to  break  the  western  front  at  Chateau- 
Thierry.  This  was  the  beginning  of  the  second  Battle  of  the 
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French  Peasants  Fleeing  from  their  Homes  before  the  German 

Drive  in  May,  1918 

Marne  (July  15-August  2).  If  the  Germans  could  break  through, 
the  entire  line  would  have  to  fall  back.  Realizing  this,  “every  di¬ 
vision  of  American  troops  with  any  sort  of  training  was  made 
available  for  use  in  a  counter-offensive/’  On  July  18  General  Foch 
(recently  made  commander-in-chief  of  the  Allied  forces)  decided 
that  the  time  had  come  for  a  counter-offensive.  The  plan  was  to 
“pinch”  the  German  salient  at  Chateau-Thierry,  the  Americans 
pushing  in  from  the  west  side,  the  French  from  the  east  side.  Un¬ 
able  to  resist  the  pressure  from  both  sides,  the  Germans  were 
forced  to  retreat. 

By  July  29  the  Chateau-Thierry  salient  was  “reduced,”  and  on 
August  2  the  French  occupied  Soissons.  It  was  the  beginning  of 
the  end.  The  German  chancellor,  Hertling,  said: 

We  expected  grave  events  in  Paris  by  the  end  of  July.  That 
was  on  the  fifteenth.  On  the  eighteenth  even  the  most  opti¬ 
mistic  among  us  understood  that  all  was  lost.  The  history  of 
the  world  was  played  out  in  three  days. 

How  the  Austrian  and  German  people,  relying  on  the  promises 
of  President  Wilson,  refused  to  fight  any  longer;  Armistice,  November 

11,1918.  It  was  quite  true  that  “all  was  lost”  when  the  German 
armies  began  to  retreat.  The  soldiers  in  the  ranks  and  the  people 


762 


INDUSTRIAL  REVOLUTION 


at  home  were  unwilling  to  fight  any  longer,  in  part  because  the 
retreat  of  the  armies  made  it  clear  that  the  complete  victory  which 
had  been  promised  was  out  of  the  question.  But  there  was  another 
reason  for  the  refusal  of  the  Austrian  and  German  people  to  fight 
any  longer.  This  was  their  belief  that  President  Wilson  would 
obtain  for  them  a  just  and  honorable  peace. 

The  terms  of  the  just  peace  which  President  Wilson  promised 
the  Austrian  and  German  people  were  formulated  under  fourteen 
heads,  as  follows: 

1.  Open  covenants  of  peace  openly  arrived  at. 

2.  Freedom  of  navigation  upon  the  seas  ...  in  peace  and  in 
war.  .  .  . 

3.  The  removal,  so  far  as  possible,  of  all  economic  barriers  (tariffs, 
etc.)  .  .  . 

4.  Adequate  guarantees  given  and  taken  that  national  armaments 
will  be  reduced  to  the  lowest  point  consistent  with  domestic 
safety  .  .  . 

5.  An  .  .  .  impartial  adjustment  of  colonial  claims.  .  .  . 

6.  The  evacuation  of  Russian  territory  .  .  .  and  an  unhampered 
opportunity  for  the  determination  of  her  own  political  devel¬ 
opment  .  .  .  under  institutions  of  her  own  choosing. 

7.  Belgium  must  be  evacuated  and  restored.  .  .  . 

8.  All  French  territory  should  be  freed  (and  Alsace-Lorraine 
restored  to  France).  .  .  . 

9.  Readjustment  of  the  frontiers  of  Italy  .  .  .  along  lines  of 
nationality.  .  .  . 

10.  The  peoples  of  Austria-Hungary  should  be  accorded  .  .  .  auton¬ 
omous  development.  .  .  . 

11.  Rumania,  Serbia,  Montenegro  should  be  evacuated  .  .  .  Serbia 
accorded  free  access  to  the  sea.  .  .  . 

12.  Nationalities  now  under  Turkish  rule  should  be  assured  .  .  . 
autonomous  development.  .  .  . 

13.  An  independent  Polish  state  should  be  erected  .  .  .  inhabited 
by  Polish  populations  (with)  free  and  secure  access  to  the  sea. 

14.  A  general  association  of  nations  must  be  formed  under  specific 
covenants  for  the  purpose  of  affording  mutual  guarantees  of 
political  independence  and  territorial  integrity  to  great  and 
small  states  alike. 
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©  William  Thompson 

General  Pershing  Receiving  Marshal  Foch  at  American  Head¬ 
quarters,  Chaumont 

These  were  the  famous  “Fourteen  Points.”  Translated  into  all 
languages,  they  were  everywhere  read.  And  the  essence  of  the 
Fourteen  Points  was  embodied  in  five  slogans  which  in  those  days 
were  everywhere  repeated:  (1)  “Open  Diplomacy”;  (2)  “Free¬ 
dom  of  the  Seas”;  (3)  “No  Annexations”;  (4)  “National  Self- 
Determination”;  (5)  “A  League  of  Nations.”  War-weary  people 
throughout  the  world  eagerly  welcomed  these  phrases  as  a  new 
gospel  for  the  nations.  No  people  welcomed  them  more  eagerly 
than  the  Austrians  and  the  Germans,  for  they  believed  that  Presi¬ 
dent  Wilson  meant  what  he  said,  and  that  he  could  do  what  he 
promised. 

Soon  after  the  German  armies  began  to  retreat  in  1918,  the 
people  of  Austria  and  Germany  revolted.  Emperor  Charles  fled 
the  country,  and  the  old  monarchy  broke  up  into  three  independ¬ 
ent  republics — Czechoslovakia,  Hungary,  and  German  Austria.  In 
every  German  state  rulers  were  deposed  and  republics  established. 
On  November  8  the  revolutionists  gained  control  of  Berlin.  Em¬ 
peror  William  took  refuge  with  the  army;  but  the  military  leaders 
told  him  that  they  could  not  answer  for  his  safety,  since  the 
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soldiers  sympathized  with  the  revolutionists  and  were  on  the  verge 
of  mutiny.  On  November  10  the  emperor  therefore  slipped  across 
the  frontier  into  Holland;  and  on  November  28  the  self-exiled 
monarch  signed  a  formal  abdication  of  the  crowns  of  Prussia  and 
the  German  Empire. 

With  thrones  crashing  at  home  and  the  army  on  the  verge  of 
mutiny,  it  was  useless  for  the  military  leaders  to  resist  longer.  A 
German  delegation  was  received  on  November  8  by  Marshal  Foch 
and  notified  of  the  terms  of  the  armistice.  On  November  11  the 
armistice  was  proclaimed.  It  was  signed  at  five  o’clock  in  the 
morning.  At  eleven  o’clock  the  order  was  given  to  cease  firing. 
All  along  the  western  front,  for  the  first  time  in  four  years,  the 
big  guns  were  silent.  The  war  was  over. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1 .  Give  the  dates  of  the  three  periods  into  which  the  Great  War 
may  be  divided. 

2.  Compare  the  two  sides  in  military  and  naval  strength.  What 
were  the  chief  advantages  of  the  Central  Powers?  Of  the 
Allies?  Why  did  the  Germans  invade  France  by  way  of 
Belgium?  Why  did  they  lose  the  first  Battle  of  the  Marne? 
Why  was  this  battle  a  decisive  one? 

3.  What  gains  did  the  Central  Powers  make  in  1915?  What 
was  the  object  of  the  Allied  naval  campaign?  What  was  the 
importance  of  the  Battle  of  Jutland? 

4.  What  did  the  Germans  aim  to  accomplish  by  the  submarine 
war?  Why  did  they  abandon  unrestricted  submarine  warfare? 

5.  What  was  the  object  of  the  Battle  of  Verdun?  Of  the  Battle 
of  the  Somme?  Why  were  these  battles  discouraging  to  both 
sides? 

6.  How  did  this  war  differ  from  earlier  wars  in  the  number  of 
troops  involved?  In  the  character  of  its  battles  and  the 
methods  of  fighting?  In  its  effect  upon  the  industries  of  the 
countries  involved?  Why  were  civilians  more  directly  in¬ 
volved  than  in  previous  wars? 

7.  Why  did  the  belligerents  begin  to  talk  of  peace  at  the  close 
of  1916?  Why  did  President  Wilson  take  part  in  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  peace? 
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8.  What  two  major  events  of  1917  greatly  influenced  the  course 
of  the  war?  How  did  the  first  Russian  Revolution  come 
about?  By  what  parties  was  it  supported? 

9.  What  was  the  second  Russian  Revolution?  How  did  the  Bol¬ 
shevik  government  try  to  bring  about  a  general  peace?  How 
were  they  forced  to  make  the  Peace  of  Brest-Litovsk?  Why 
was  the  Russian  Revolution  of  great  advantage  to  the  Central 
Powers? 

10.  Why  did  the  United  States  enter  the  war?  Why  did  the  Allies 
not  expect  much  aid  from  the  United  States  at  first?  What 
was  the  object  of  the  great  German  drive  of  1918?  Why  did 
it  fail?  What  part  did  United  States  troops  take  in  the  second 
Battle  of  the  Marne? 

11.  What  were  the  famous  “Fourteen  Points”?  Why  were  the 
Fourteen  Points  welcomed  in  Germany  and  Austria?  What 
influence  did  President  Wilson’s  “peace  program”  have  in 
breaking  the  resistance  of  the  Central  Powers  and  in  winning 
the  war? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  The  war  brought  many  new  words  into  general  use.  Make 
a  list  of  unfamiliar  words  or  expressions  which  you  find  while 
reading  about  the  war. 

2.  Indicate  on  an  outline  map  the  location  of  the  war  areas  where 
most  of  the  fighting  took  place.  Locate  rivers  and  places 
mentioned  in  the  text  or  other  reading.  Be  sure  you  can  tell 
what  happened  at  such  places. 

3.  Make  a  list  of  what  seemed  to  be  the  turning  points  of  the 
war,  when  one  side  or  the  other  gained  a  decided  advantage 
over  the  other.  Then  list  the  factors  which  enabled  the  Allies 
to  hold  on  longer  than  the  Central  Powers.  Write  a  state¬ 
ment  telling  what  you  think  it  takes  to  win  a  war. 

4.  Be  prepared  to  discuss  the  use  of  propaganda  during  the  war. 
Why  did  the  governments  keep  secret  their  real  war  aims? 
Why  did  they  use  propaganda  to  make  people  believe  that 
the  war  was  being  fought  for  other  purposes?  Why  did  revo¬ 
lutions  follow  defeat? 

5.  Subject  for  debate:  The  United  States  was  not  justified  in 
declaring  war  on  Germany. 
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6.  Read  the  Fourteen  Points  carefully.  Then  write  down  in  your 
notebook  what  you  think  about  each  point.  Was  it  just, 
reasonable,  practical,  or  not?  Keep  these  notes  so  that  you 
can  test  your  judgment  by  comparing  what  you  have  said  with 
what  actually  happened  to  the  Fourteen  Points. 
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THE  PEACE  CONFERENCE  OF  1919 


IN  WHICH  MANY  TREATIES  WERE  SOMEHOW  MADE 

It  must  be  a  peace  without  victory.  .  .  .  Only  a  peace  be¬ 
tween  equals  can  last.  Woodrow  Wilson 


In  November,  1918,  President  Wilson  was  at  the  height  of  his 
fame,  and  few  men  ever  stood  so  high  in  the  world’s  estimation. 
Common  men  throughout  the  world,  weary  of  war  and  destruc¬ 
tion,  gave  to  the  President’s  addresses  an  approval  never  before 
accorded  to  the  words  of  any  statesman.  With  the  support  of 
public  opinion  in  every  country,  he  hoped  to  keep  his  promises; 
and  when  the  resistance  of  the  Central  Powers  was  broken  he 
proposed  that  an  armistice  should  be  declared,  and  peace  nego¬ 
tiated  with  Germany  on  the  basis  of  the  Fourteen  Points. 

It  turned  out  to  be  easier  to  make  promises  than  to  keep  them. 
The  Allied  powers  accepted  the  Fourteen  Points,  with  some 
exceptions.  But  they  refused  to  negotiate  with  Germany,  insist¬ 
ing  that  Germany  must  accept  whatever  terms  the  Allied  Powers 
offered  her.  They  insisted  that  Germany  must  pay  heavy  repara¬ 
tions,  and  they  insisted  upon  an  Armistice  which  was  quite 
contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  Fourteen  Points.  The  chief  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Armistice  were  that  Allied  troops  should  occupy 
German  territory  up  to  the  Rhine  (together  with  the  cities  of 
Mainz,  Cologne,  and  Coblenz),  and  that  the  economic  blockade 
of  Germany  should  continue  during  the  peace  negotiations.  The 
terms  of  the  Armistice  placed  Germany  at  the  mercy  of  the 
Allies,  and  enabled  the  Allied  governments  to  dictate  the  terms 
of  peace. 
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Lloyd  George,  Orlando,  Clemenceau,  and  Wilson 

I.  The  Five  Great  Compromises  on  the  Fourteen  Points 

The  Paris  Peace  Conference:  How  it  worked  and  what  powers 
really  made  the  peace.  January  18,  1919,  the  Peace  Conference 
held  its  first  session.  Thirty-two  states  were  represented  by  seventy 
delegates— a  brilliant  assembly  of  the  most  distinguished  political 
leaders  of  the  world.  There  was  President  Wilson,  whose  pres¬ 
ence  in  Europe  was  the  occasion  for  popular  demonstrations  such 
as  perhaps  had  never  before  been  elicited  by  any  man.  There  was 
Clemenceau,  the  hard-headed  French  premier— the  old  “Tiger,” 
who  in  the  darkest  hour  of  the  war  had  assumed  direction  of  the 
French  government  and  had  inspired  the  French  people  and  the 
French  armies  with  a  desperate  determination  to  win.  There 
was  Lloyd  George,  the  brilliant  and  versatile  little  Welshman  who 
had  replaced  Asquith  as  prime  minister  in  1916,  when  the  war 
seemed  lost,  and  by  his  great  energy,  his  infectious  enthusiasm, 
and  his  genius  for  leadership  had  injected  a  new  spirit  into  the 
British  conduct  of  the  war.  There  was  Orlando,  premier  of  Italy; 
Marquis  Saionji,  premier  of  Japan;  and  many  others,  famous  in 
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Boundaries  of  Germany  Set  by  the  Treaty  of  Versailles,  1919 


THE  PEACE  CONFERENCE 


771 


their  own  countries  but  little  more  than  names  to  the  rest  of  the 
world.  Besides  the  seventy  delegates,  each  delegation  was  accom¬ 
panied  by  a  staff  of  assistants— economists,  geographers,  and  his¬ 
torians— whose  business  it  was  to  prepare  exact  information  on  the 
history,  geography,  and  economic  conditions  of  the  countries 
whose  claims  had  now  to  be  adjusted. 

As  the  first  of  the  famous  Fourteen  Points,  President  Wilson 
demanded  “open  covenants  [treaties]  openly  arrived  at.”  Many 
people  therefore  expected  that  the  peace  would  be  made  in  an 
open  assembly  of  all  the  delegates.  But  the  questions  were  far  too 
complicated  to  be  settled  in  so  large  an  assembly.  It  was  inevitable 
that  the  great  powers  that  had  done  most  to  win  victory  should 
have  more  weight  in  making  peace  than  the  small  states  that  had 
done  little  or  nothing.  So  it  happened  that  the  decisions  of  the 
Peace  Conference  were  the  result  in  large  part  of  the  conflict  of 
ideas  and  interests  of  the  principal  Allied  Powers;  and  of  these  the 
predominant  influence  was  exercised  by  the  United  States,  France, 
and  Great  Britain. 

Why  it  was  impossible  for  President  Wilson  to  make  the  peace 
square  with  the  Fourteen  Points.  William  James,  the  philosopher, 
once  said  that  he  was  always  up  against  the  “irreducible  brute 
fact.”  With  the  best  will  in  the  world,  it  was  impossible  to  make 
the  Fourteen  Points  square  with  the  “irreducible  brute  facts”  of 
European  life.  For  example,  one  of  President  Wilson’s  most 
cherished  principles  was  the  “self-determination  of  nations.”  The 
idea  was  that  each  nation  should  govern  itself.  It  is  a  very  good 
idea.  But  the  frontiers  between  European  nations  are  not  clear-cut. 
Between  Germany  and  Poland,  for  example,  are  large  areas  in¬ 
habited  by  both  Germans  and  Poles.  Where,  then,  draw  the 
frontier  of  the  new  Polish  state?  No  solution  of  the  question  of 
frontiers  was  possible  without  violating  to  some  extent  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  the  self-determination  of  nations. 

President  Wilson  also  found  popular  opinion  in  the  Allied  coun¬ 
tries  less  favorable  to  the  Fourteen  Points  than  he  had  expected. 
Once  the  victory  was  won,  people  began  to  think  less  about  the 
high  ideals  they  had  fought  for  and  more  about  making  Germany 
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repay  them  for  their  sacrifices.  They  can  scarcely  be  blamed  for 
that.  Having  been  thoroughly  taught  to  hate  the  Germans,  they 
could  not  all  at  once  cease  to  hate  them.  In  all  the  Allied 
countries  the  majority  of  the  people  expected  the  Peace  Confer¬ 
ence  to  punish  Germany,  and  to  obtain  some  compensation  for 
their  losses. 

Thus  President  Wilson,  in  order  to  get  some  things  he  wanted, 
had  to  give  up  others.  What  he  wanted  most  of  all  was  the 
League  of  Nations  (Point  Fourteen).  To  get  this  President 
Wilson  made  five  great  compromises. 

The  Great  Compromises:  1.  Disarmament  for  the  Central  Powers 
only.  Point  Four  promised  that  “national  armaments  will  be 
reduced.”  President  Wilson  thought  that  with  a  League  of 
Nations  to  settle  disputes  there  would  be  no  need  for  great 
armies  and  navies.  But  the  League  was  not  yet  established,  and 
to  most  people  the  sensible  thing  seemed  to  be  to  disarm  Germany 
and  keep  the  Allied  armies  as  a  guarantee  that  she  would  not  be 
able  to  start  another  war.  The  German  army  was  therefore 
limited  to  100,000  men,  compulsory  military  training  forbidden, 
the  use  of  submarines  and  military  airplanes  prohibited.  Similar 
restrictions  were  imposed  upon  Austria,  Hungary,  and  Bulgaria. 
Thus  the  Central  Powers  alone  were  disarmed;  disarmament  of 
the  Allied  countries  was  referred  to  the  League  of  Nations. 

2.  The  Left  Bank  and  the  Saar  Valley.  Point  Eight  called  for 
the  restoration  of  Alsace-Lorraine  to  France.  But  the  French  were 
not  satisfied  with  this.  They  wanted  to  control  the  “Left  Bank”— 
that  is,  all  former  German  territory  west  of  the  Rhine.  The 
French  delegates  therefore  proposed  that  this  region  should  be 
subject  to  French  military  and  economic  control  for  an  indefinite 
period,  and  that  the  Saar  Valley  (a  small  part  of  the  Left  Bank, 
valuable  for  its  coal  mines)  be  annexed  to  France. 

These  proposals  would  have  turned  over  to  French  rule  more 
than  5,000,000  Germans.  President  Wilson  refused  to  consent  to 
so  flagrant  a  violation  of  the  Fourteen  Points.  For  six  weeks  the 
Peace  Conference  was  dead-locked  over  this  dispute,  but  at  last 
a  compromise  was  arranged.  It  was  agreed  (1)  that  the  Left 
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Bank  should  be  occupied  by  Allied  troops  at  German  expense  for 
fifteen  years;  (2)  that  for  fifteen  years  the  Saar  Valley  should  be 
governed  by  the  League  of  Nations,  and  its  mines  placed  at  the 
disposal  of  France;  (3)  that  at  the  end  of  this  period  the  Allied 
troops  were  to  be  withdrawn,  and  the  people  of  the  Saar  Valley 
were  to  decide  whether  they  wished  to  unite  with  Germany  or 
with  France,  or  to  be  a  separate  state  under  the  protection  of  the 
League. 

3.  The  Italian  Frontier.  If  the  Italian  delegates  had  asked  only 
for  territory  inhabited  by  Italians,  no  objections  would  have  been 
raised.  But  they  asked  not  only  for  the  southern  Trentino,  which 
is  inhabited  by  Italians,  but  for  the  northern  part,  which  is  almost 
entirely  German  in  population.  They  asked  not  only  for  Trieste 
but  for  the  Istrian  Peninsula  and  the  city  of  Fiume,  which  were 
largely  Slavic  in  population.  On  the  advice  of  American  experts, 
President  Wilson  agreed  that  Italy  should  have  the  entire  Tren¬ 
tino,  Trieste,  and  a  considerable  part  of  Istria,  thus  turning  over 
to  Italian  rule  some  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Germans  and  Slavs; 
but  on  the  question  of  Fiume  he  stood  firm,  since  it  was  the  prin¬ 
cipal  available  outlet  to  the  sea  for  the  new  state  of  Yugoslavia. 

The  question  of  Fiume  created  another  crisis.  Orlando  and 
Sonnino  withdrew  temporarily  from  the  conference,  and  mean¬ 
time,  Gabriele  d’Annunzio,  the  Italian  novelist,  gathered  a  band 
of  free-booters,  seized  Fiume,  and  announced  that  he  would  hold 
it  for  Italy.  Thereupon,  the  conference  abandoned  the  attempt 
to  settle  the  question. 

4.  Colonies  and  spheres  of  influence.  President  Wilson  included 
in  his  Fourteen  Points  the  “Removal,  so  far  as  possible,  of  all 
economic  barriers  [tariffs];”  and  “An  impartial  adjustment  of 
colonial  claims.”  No  attempt  was  made  to  restrict  the  right  of 
the  Allied  states  to  erect  “economic  barriers.”  Germany  alone 
was  forbidden,  for  a  brief  period  of  about  five  years,  to  discriminate 
against  the  trade  of  any  of  the  Allied  states.  Point  Five,  calling 
for  “impartial  adjustment  of  colonial  claims,”  was  likewise  ignored, 
or  nearly  so.  The  Treaty  of  Versailles  deprived  Germany  of  all 
her  colonial  possessions  and  distributed  them  among  Great  Britain, 
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France,  Japan.  In  like  manner  the  Allied  states,  after  much  dif¬ 
ficulty,  divided  among  themselves  a  great  part  of  the  former 
Ottoman  Empire.  By  the  Treaty  of  Lausanne  (1923),  Syria,  in¬ 
cluding  Damascus,  was  given  to  France;  Mesopotamia,  Trans¬ 
jordan,  and  Palestine  (including  Jerusalem),  were  given  to  Great 
Britain;  the  islands  in  the  Aegean  known  as  the  Dodecanese 
Islands  were  given,  with  two  exceptions,  to  Italy;  Arabian  territory 
along  the  Red  Sea,  known  as  the  Hejaz,  was  made  independent; 
Armenia,  which  had  been  made  a  free  republic,  was  restored  to 
Turkey.  In  all  of  these  arrangements  the  interests  and  desires  of 
the  native  populations  were  largely  ignored. 

President  Wilson  consented  to  the  distribution  of  German  colo¬ 
nies  with  much  reluctance.  But  he  insisted  that  a  new  method 
should  be  adopted  for  administering  them.  This  is  known  as  the 
system  of  “mandates.”  For  example,  the  former  German  colony 
of  East  Africa  was  turned  over  to  Great  Britain.  But  it  is  not  a 
British  colony  in  the  old  sense;  it  is  a  territory  administered  by 
Great  Britain  under  a  “mandate”  from  the  League  of  Nations. 
This  means  that  Great  Britain  is  bound  to  give  to  the  League  a 
periodical  accounting  of  her  administration  of  East  Africa.  Most 
of  the  former  German  colonies  are  held  as  mandates;  and  this  is 
true  also  of  Syria  and  Mesopotamia. 

5.  Reparations.  The  terms  of  the  armistice  required  Germany 
to  pay  for  the  “damage  done  to  the  civilian  population  of  the 
Allies  and  their  property  by  the  aggressions  of  Germany.”  The 
theory  was  that  payment  for  damage  done  was  not  “punitive 
indemnity”  but  merely  just  reparation.  The  conference  had  there¬ 
fore  to  determine:  (1)  what  was  to  be  included  in  damage  done; 
and  (2)  the  amount  of  such  damage  done. 

First,  what  was  to  be  included  in  damage  done?  There  were 
extremists  at  the  conference  who  wished  to  include  in  damage 
done  by  Germany  the  entire  cost  of  the  war.  But  President 
Wilson  and  others  would  not  assent  to  this,  so  that  in  the  end 
the  bill  for  damages  was  expected  to  include  only  the  value  of 
property  actually  destroyed  and  pensions  paid  by  the  Allied  states 
to  wounded  veterans  or  the  families  of  soldiers  killed  in  the  war. 
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Second,  what  sum  would  cover  these  two  items?  The  economic 
experts  soon  discovered  that  the  sum  would  be  far  more 
than  Germany  could  pay.  The  question  then  became:  What 
was  the  maximum  sum  that  Germany  could  possibly  pay?  The 
American  experts  estimated  that  Germany  might  possibly  pay 
$25,000,000,000,  with  interest,  if  the  payments  were  spread  over 
a  period  of  years.  But  Clemenceau  and  Lloyd  George  both  said 
that  it  would  never  do  to  fix  the  amount  at  so  low  a  figure.  In 
the  end  it  was  determined  that  Germany  should  pay,  over  a  long 
period  of  time,  capital  and  interest  amounting  to  $33,000,000,000 
—with  the  possibility  that  more  might  be  required  later  if  it  should 
later  appear  that  Germany  Was  able  to  pay  more. 

These  were  the  five  great  compromises,  in  which  the  peace  did 
not  conform  to  the  spirit  of  the  Fourteen  Points.  In  what  re¬ 
spects  did  the  peace  conform  to  the  Fourteen  Points?  In  two 
respects.  (1)  It  remade  the  political  map  of  Europe  so  that  it 
conformed  to  the  principle  of  the  self-determination  of  nations  far 
more  strictly  than  before  the  war.  (2)  It  established  the  League 
of  Nations. 

II.  New  Nations:  How  the  Conference  Changed  the 

Map  of  Europe 

The  self-determination  of  Nations:  1.  The  restoration  of  Poland. 

One  of  the  new  national  states  was  Poland.  At  the  close  of  the 
war,  when  revolution  swept  over  Germany  and  Austria,  the  Poles 
formerly  subject  to  Russia,  Germany,  and  Austria  reunited  to 
establish  the  Polish  Republic.  The  work  of  the  Peace  Conference 
was  limited  to  defining  the  boundaries  of  the  new  republic. 

This  was  no  easy  task,  since  the  frontiers  of  Poland  were  in¬ 
habited  by  mixed  populations.  The  most  difficult  task  was  to 
settle  the  boundary  between  Poland  and  Germany.  The  two 
regions  in  dispute  were  Upper  Silesia  and  the  so-called  “Polish 
Corridor/’  Upper  Silesia  was  a  rich  industrial  region  which,  be¬ 
fore  the  war,  yielded  23  per  cent  of  Germany’s  coal.  The  majority 
of  the  people  were  Poles,  but  it  was  uncertain  whether  or  not  a 
majority  would  prefer  to  be  united  with  Poland.  The  matter  was 
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The  Harbor  of  Tallinn  (Reval),  Estonia 
Tallinn,  capital  of  the  Estonian  Republic,  has  always  been  an  important  port 
because  of  its  excellent  harbor.  It  was  in  medieval  times  one  of  the  cities 

of  the  Hanseatic  League. 

therefore  left  to  the  people  of  Upper  Silesia  to  decide;  and  a  large 
majority  voted  in  favor  of  having  Upper  Silesia  united  with  Ger¬ 
many. 

The  other  region  in  dispute  concerned  chiefly  the  city  of 
Danzig  on  the  Baltic  near  the  mouth  of  the  Vistula  River.  The 
Poles  desired,  and  President  Wilson  urged,  that  they  be  given 
“free  and  secure  access  to  the  sea.”  This  was  done  by  giving 
Poland  a  strip  of  territory  (the  so-called  “Corridor”)  running  up 
to  the  Baltic  at  Danzig.  The  Germans  objected  to  this  arrange¬ 
ment  for  two  reasons :  ( 1 )  because  it  separated  East  Prussia  from 
the  rest  of  Prussia;  (2)  because  the  city  of  Danzig  and  the  sur¬ 
rounding  territory  were  inhabited  almost  entirely  by  Germans. 
The  Peace  Conference  nevertheless  decided  to  give  Poland  the 
“Corridor.”  As  a  concession  to  Germany,  Danzig  was  made  a 
“free  city”  under  the  protection  of  the  League  of  Nations,  al¬ 
though  as  a  seaport,  for  the  purpose  of  administering  the  customs, 
it  was  placed  under  the  control  of  Poland  (map,  p.  770). 

In  the  old  Russian  Empire  there  were  subject  nations  besides 
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the  Poles.  Since  Russia  was  not  represented  at  the  Peace  Confer¬ 
ence,  the  conference  had  nothing  directly  to  do  with  these  nations; 
but  as  a  result  of  the  Bolshevik  revolution  and  of  the  war,  four  new 
states  were  established.  They  were  Lithuania,  Latvia,  Estonia, 
and  Finland  (p.  861). 

2.  How  the  Austro-Hungarian  Monarchy  was  divided  among  five 
nations.  When  the  Peace  Conference  assembled,  five  new  national 
states  had  been  already  established  on  the  ruins  of  the  old  Austro- 
Hungarian  monarchy.  These  were  Czechoslovakia,  Rumania, 
Yugoslavia,  Hungary,  and  Austria.  The  task  of  the  Peace  Confer¬ 
ence  was  confined  to  determining  the  boundaries  of  these  states. 

Czechoslovakia  was  a  union  of  two  Slavic  peoples,  the  Czechs 
of  Bohemia  and  the  Slovaks  who  inhabited  the  northern  part  of 
Hungary.  The  boundaries  which  the  new  state  claimed  included 
about  3,000,000  Germans  in  western  Bohemia,  and  about  1,000,000 
Magyars  and  Ruthenians.  The  Czechoslovaks  demanded  these 
boundaries  ( 1 )  because  they  coincided  with  the  Carpathian  moun¬ 
tains,  which  would  provide  a  good  defense  against  Germany;  (2) 
because  they  would  extend  their  territory  to  the  Danube,  which 
would  give  the  new  state  access  to  the  Black  Sea.  In  spite  of  the 
protest  of  Germans  and  Magyars,  the  Peace  Conference  gave  to 
Czechoslovakia  very  nearly  the  boundaries  it  asked  for. 

Rumania  before  the  war  was  an  independent  kingdom  lying 
between  the  Black  Sea  and  the  Austro-Hungarian  Monarchy.  It 
had  long  desired  the  Hungarian  province  of  Transylvania  which 
was  inhabited  largely  by  Rumanians.  Rumania  now  asked,  and 
the  Peace  Conference  agreed  to  give  her,  not  only  the  territory 
inhabited  by  Rumanians,  but  also  a  generous  slice  of  territory  in¬ 
habited  largely  by  Magyars.  Rumania  was  thus  greatly  enlarged, 
chiefly  at  the  expense  of  Hungary,  and  like  Czechoslovakia  it  now 
contains  many  people  of  alien  nationality. 

Yugoslavia  was  made  up  of  the  old  kingdom  of  Serbia  and 
Montenegro,  some  small  part  of  Bulgaria,  and  those  parts  of  the 
Austro-Hungarian  Monarchy  which  were  inhabited  by  Slavs  more 
or  less  related  to  the  Serbs.  Although  inhabited  mainly  by  Slavs, 
Yugoslavia  contains  many  Germans,  Magyars,  Rumanians,  and 
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How  Austria-Hungary  Was  Divided  [Compare  with  Map,  p.  720] 
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Courtesy  Czechoslovak  Consulate,  New  York 

Work  of  Peasants  of  Ruthenia,  in  Eastern  Czechoslovakia 

The  pottery  and  the  woven  material  made  in  Czechoslovakia  are  beautifully 

and  strikingly  colored. 

Italians.  Besides,  the  Slavic  groups  that  make  up  the  majority  of 
the  population  (Serbs,  Croats,  Slovenes)  differ  a  good  deal  in 
language  and  customs.  It  was  easy  for  them  to  unite  against  the 
alien  rule  of  Austria-Hungary;  it  has  been  less  easy  for  them  to 
unite  for  the  purpose  of  ruling  themselves. 

Thus  the  territory  inhabited  by  the  subject  nations  of  the  old 
Austro-Hungarian  Monarchy  was  distributed  among  three  states— 
Czechoslovakia,  Rumania,  and  Yugoslavia.  There  remained  the 
territory  inhabited  by  the  two  dominating  nations— the  Magyars  of 
Hungary,  and  the  Germans  of  Austria  proper.  How  much  was 
left  for  them?  Very  little. 

Austria,  after  the  defeat  of  the  Central  Powers,  became  a  re¬ 
public.  When  the  Peace  Conference  had  determined  the  boun¬ 
daries  of  Czechoslovakia,  Rumania,  Yugoslavia,  and  Italy,  there 
were  only  about  6,500,000  Austrian  Germans  left  unaccounted  for. 
According  to  the  principle  of  nationality,  it  would  have  been 
proper  to  unite  them  with  the  German  Republic.  The  Austrian 
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Germans  in  fact  requested  that  this  be  done.  But  France  was 
strongly  opposed  to  any  enlargement  of  Germany,  and  so  the 
conference  decided  that  the  Austrian  Germans  must  form  a  little 
inland  state  of  their  own,  one  of  the  smallest  states  of  Europe. 
Nearly  a  third  of  its  population  lived  in  the  capital  city  of  Vienna. 
It  had  few  resources  and  was  dependent  for  food  on  the  outside 
world. 

Hungary,  like  Austria,  was  a  small  state,  with  a  population  of 
about  8,000,000.  Together  with  the  Republic  of  Austria,  the 
government  of  Hungary  was  made  responsible  for  reparations. 
During  the  Peace  Conference  a  Bolshevist  regime  was  temporarily 
established  in  Hungary,  only  to  be  followed  by  a  strongly  reac¬ 
tionist  movement  which  aimed  to  restore  the  Hapsburg  dynasty. 
The  Peace  Conference  intervened  to  prevent  this,  declaring  that 
“such  a  restoration  would  be  at  variance  with  the  whole  basis  of 
the  peace  settlement,  and  would  neither  be  recognized  nor  toler- 
ated.”  So  for  a  time  Hungary  was  a  monarchy  without  a  king. 

To  what  extent  did  the  peace  treaties  really  conform  to  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  self-determination?  The  Peace  Conference  has  often  been 
severely  criticized  for  flagrant  violation  of  the  principle  of  self- 
determination.  What  can  be  said  in  its  defense?  It  must  be 
admitted  that  in  dealing  with  Asiatic  people  the  Peace  Conference 
paid  very  little  attention  to  the  principle  of  self-determination.  In 
arranging  the  boundaries  of  central  and  eastern  Europe  there  were 
also  many  violations  of  the  principle— perhaps  eight  million 
Germans,  Magyars,  and  Italians  were  subject  to  alien  rule.  But  if 
we  compare  the  political  map  of  Europe  in  1914  with  that  of  1920, 
it  is  clear  that  the  war  and  the  peace  resulted  in  a  great  triumph 
for  President  Wilson’s  principle  of  self-determination.  In  1914 
the  number  of  Slavs  and  Italians  subject  to  the  alien  rule  of 
Germany,  Austria-Hungary,  and  Russia  was  about  50,000,000.  The 
war  and  the  peace  liberated  these  peoples  and  permitted  them  to 
establish  governments  of  their  own  choosing.  For  the  first  time 
in  history  the  political  boundaries  of  central  and  eastern  Europe 
corresponded  in  some  fashion,  even  if  only  roughly,  to  national 
boundaries.  So  far  as  Europe  is  concerned,  the  peace  treaties 
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conformed  to  the  principle  of  self-determination  of  nations  to  a 
far  greater  extent  than  they  violated  it.  Whether  the  creation  of 
so  many  new  states  in  central  and  eastern  Europe  was  a  wise 
measure  only  the  future  could  answer  (p.  795). 

III.  The  League  of  Nations,  Which  Was  Made  to 

Abolish  War 

How  the  Covenant  was  drafted,  modified,  and  adopted.  The 

idea  of  a  league  of  states  to  prevent  war  is  an  old  one.  Projects 
for  such  a  league  were  published  in  the  seventeenth  and  in  the 
eighteenth  centuries.  The  peace  societies  of  the  nineteenth 
century  urged  the  formation  of  such  a  league  (p.  454).  In  1917, 
when  the  war  reached  a  deadlock,  President  Wilson  took  up  this 
old  idea,  and  made  it  the  foundation  of  his  peace  program.  He 
was  more  interested  in  the  formation  of  the  League  than  in  any 
other  question  that  came  before  the  conference.  General  Smuts 
and  Lord  Robert  Cecil  of  the  British  delegation  were  equally 
interested.  Before  they  arrived  in  Paris,  the  British  and  the  Amer¬ 
ican  delegations  had  each  prepared  a  draft  of  a  constitution  (or 
“Covenant,”  as  President  Wilson  preferred  to  call  it)  for  the 
League.  Finding  these  drafts  similar  in  essentials,  they  combined 
them  into  one,  which  was  accepted  by  President  Wilson  and  by 
him  laid  before  the  conference  for  discussion. 

The  French  delegation  was  not,  as  is  sometimes  said,  opposed 
to  the  League;  but  Clemenceau  hoped  to  make  it  a  means  of 
protecting  France  against  future  German  aggression.  His  idea 
was  that  the  League  should  consist  of  the  Allied  states,  together 
with  such  neutral  states  as  might  wish  to  join,  and  that  military 
force  should  be  employed  to  back  up  the  decisions  of  the  League. 
This  would  have  been  no  more  than  a  device  for  perpetuating  the 
political  and  military  ascendancy  of  the  Allied  states.  The  pro¬ 
posal  received  little  support,  and  the  Covenant  as  presented  by 
President  Wilson,  with  some  slight  changes,  was  adopted.  It  was 
incorporated  in  the  treaty  with  Germany— the  Treaty  of  Versailles. 

The  League  of  Nations:  How  it  was  organized  and  what  it  can  do 
to  prevent  war.  The  first  members  of  the  League  were:  (1)  all 
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of  the  states  that  entered  into  the  treaty  with  Germany  (President 
Wilson  signed  the  treaty,  but  the  Senate  refused  to  ratify  it,  so 
the  United  States  is  not  a  member  of  the  League);  (2)  most  of 
the  neutral  states  that  wished  to  join.  Altogether  this  made 
forty-two  states.  Besides,  separate  representation  was  given  to  five 
countries  within  the  British  Empire— Canada,  Australia,  New 
Zealand,  South  Africa,  and  India.  The  former  “enemy”  states 
(Germany,  Austria,  Hungary,  Bulgaria,  and  Turkey),  and  Russia 
and  Mexico,  whose  governments  the  Allied  states  refused  to  recog¬ 
nize,  were  excluded.  States  may  be  admitted  by  a  two-thirds  vote 
of  the  member  states;  any  state  may  withdraw  by  giving  two  years' 
notice.  Since  1919,  Germany,  Austria,  Hungary,  Russia,  and 
Turkey  have  been  admitted;  Brazil,  Costa  Rica,  Japan,  Germany, 
Italy,  and  some  other  states  have  withdrawn. 

The  League  is  established  at  Geneva,  Switzerland,  and  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  a  budget  to  which  the  members  contribute  roughly  in 
proportion  to  their  capacity.  It  acts  through  the  following  four 
bodies: 

1.  The  Secretariat— a  permanent  body  of  officials  who  conduct 
the  necessary  correspondence. 

2.  The  Council,  which  is  composed  of:  (1)  one  member  each 
from  four  or  five  large  states;  and  ( 2 )  one  member  each  from  nine 
of  the  smaller  states  (not  always  the  same  nine).  The  Council  is 
the  directing  or  executive  body  of  the  League. 

3.  The  Assembly,  composed  of  not  more  than  three  representa¬ 
tives  from  each  member  of  the  League.  As  each  state  has  but  one 
vote,  the  smallest  state  has  as  much  weight  in  voting  as  the  largest. 
The  Assembly  admits  new  members,  and  designates  the  nine  small 
states  that  shall  be  represented  on  the  Council.  Otherwise  it 
does  little  except  discuss  “international  conditions  whose  continu¬ 
ance  might  endanger  the  peace  of  the  world.” 

4.  The  International  Court  of  Justice,  provided  for  by  the 
Covenant,  but  operating  under  a  separate  agreement,  was  not 
established  until  1921.  It  is  a  judicial  body  for  settling  disputes 
between  states  in  which  legal  rights ,  as  distinguished  from  political 
interests,  are  involved. 
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The  League  of  Nations  in  Session  at  Geneva 
Delegates  are  seated  alphabetically,  according  to  the  name  of  the  country 
which  they  represent.  Spectators  are  in  the  galleries. 

The  primary  object  of  the  League  is  to  prevent  war.  What  can 
the  League  do  to  realize  that  object?  The  League  cannot  itself 
prevent  war,  since  it  is  not  a  super-state  with  armies  and  navies  to 
execute  its  decisions.  It  is  rather  an  international  agency  of  the 
member  states.  In  joining  the  League  the  member  states  have 
authorized  the  League  to  do  certain  things,  and  they  have  pledged 
themselves  to  follow  certain  recommendations  which  it  makes. 
What  are  the  things  which  the  League  is  authorized  to  do,  and 
what  are  the  recommendations  which  the  member  states  are 
pledged  to  follow?  They  have  to  do  chiefly  with  (1)  reduction 
of  armaments,  (2)  arbitration,  and  (3)  international  boycott. 

1.  Reduction  of  armaments.  The  Peace  Conference  referred  this 
matter  to  the  League;  and  Article  VIII  of  the  Covenant  authorizes 
the  Council  of  the  League  to  formulate  plans  for  a  general  reduc¬ 
tion  of  armaments.  This  is  all  the  League  can  do.  It  cannot 
compel  member  states  to  reduce  their  armies  or  navies,  nor  are 
they  pledged  to  follow  its  recommendation  as  to  such  reduction. 
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2.  Arbitration.  In  the  past,  states  have  often  settled  their  dis¬ 
putes  by  referring  them  to  a  board  of  arbitration;  but  even  when 
this  was  done,  neither  state  was  required  to  accept  the  decision  of 
the  arbiters.  Under  the  League  all  of  the  member  states  are 
pledged,  by  Article  XII,  to  submit  disputes  which  they  cannot 
themselves  settle,  either  to  arbitration  or  to  the  Council  of  the 
League.  In  the  latter  case,  if  the  Council  makes  a  unanimous 
decision  which  is  accepted  by  one  of  the  states,  the  other  state  is 
pledged  to  accept  it  also.  And  in  no  case  may  a  state,  without 
violating  its  pledge,  begin  war  until  three  months  after  the  board 
of  arbitration  or  the  Council  has  rendered  its  decision. 

3.  International  boycott.  The  League  cannot  itself  employ  force; 
but  it  may  recommend  it.  If  any  member  state  goes  to  war  in 
violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  League  Covenant,  the 
other  member  states  are  expected  to  boycott  that  state— that  is,  to 
discontinue  all  commercial  and  financial  relations  with  it.  In 
extreme  cases  the  Council  may  recommend  the  member  states  to 
employ  their  armies  and  navies  to  compel  the  offending  state  to 
keep  the  peace. 

Thus  the  League  of  Nations  does  not  abolish  war.  It  does  not 
even  outlaw  war.  But  it  creates  a  presumption  against  it.  It  is  a 
solemn  international  agreement  by  most  of  the  nations  of  the 
world  that  henceforth  they  will  settle  their  disputes  peaceably; 
and  it  establishes  regular  methods  of  procedure  for  doing  so. 

Such  in  brief  was  the  work  of  the  Peace  Conference.  Many 
people  objected  to  the  settlement  because  it  was  too  lenient  with 
the  defeated  powers;  many  denounced  it  because  it  was  too  severe; 
many  defended  it  on  the  ground  that,  considering  all  the  circum¬ 
stances,  it  was  the  best  settlement  that  could  be  made  at  the  time. 
Perhaps  we  cannot  do  better  than  to  recall  a  famous  saying  of 
Benjamin  Franklin:  'There  never  was  a  good  war  or  a  bad  peace.” 

Of  all  the  treaties  drafted  by  the  Peace  Conference,  the  most 
important  was  the  Treaty  of  Versailles  with  Germany.  Germany 
was  commonly  regarded  by  the  Allies  as  having  been  guilty  of 
plotting  the  war.  It  was  the  military  strength  of  Germany  that 
made  victory  for  the  Allies  doubtful  for  four  years.  It  was  Ger- 
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many  that  the  Allies  still  feared.  The  completion  of  the  German 
treaty  was  therefore  regarded  as  bringing  the  war  to  a  final 
conclusion. 

The  Germans  had  no  part  in  framing  the  treaty.  When  it  was 
completed,  a  German  delegation,  headed  by  Count  Brockdorff- 
Rantzau,  was  admitted  to  the  conference  and  informed  of  its 
terms.  The  Germans  prepared  a  long  protest  and  pleaded  for  a 
revision  of  the  settlement.  They  denied  (what  the  treaty  as¬ 
serted)  that  Germany  was  solely  responsible  for  the  war.  They 
objected  to  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  on  the  ground  that  they 
were  a  flagrant  violation  of  the  Fourteen  Points  which  the  Allies 
had  accepted  as  the  basis  of  peace.  The  Peace  Conference  refused 
to  modify  the  treaty;  but,  although  Brockdorff-Rantzau,  speaking 
for  the  German  delegation,  refused  to  sign  it,  the  German  govern¬ 
ment  was  helpless.  The  Allies  still  maintained  the  blockade,  and 
their  troops  guarded  the  Rhine.  Accordingly,  on  June  23  the 
German  national  assembly  voted  to  accept  under  protest  the  dras¬ 
tic  terms  laid  down. 

The  signing  of  the  treaty,  carefully  staged,  was  the  most  dra¬ 
matic  occasion  of  the  Peace  Conference.  The  treaty  was  not 
signed  at  Paris,  where  the  conference  held  its  sessions.  To  point 
the  moral  of  the  tale  and  to  heighten  the  effect  of  victory,  the 
place  appointed  for  signing  the  treaty  was  the  famous  Hall  of 
Mirrors  in  the  chateau  at  Versailles,  where  the  victorious  Germans, 
after  the  Franco-Prussian  War  in  1871,  had  proclaimed  the  Ger¬ 
man  Empire.  In  this  historic  room,  on  June  28,  1919— exactly 
five  years  after  the  assassination  of  the  Archduke  Francis  Ferdi¬ 
nand— the  Germans  affixed  their  signatures  to  the  treaty  that  had 
been  imposed  upon  them  by  superior  force. 

Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  What  were  the  terms  of  the  Armistice  of  1918?  Why  did 
the  popularity  and  influence  of  President  Wilson  decline  after 
the  Armistice? 

2.  Who  were  the  principal  leaders  at  the  Peace  Conference? 
What  powers  were  responsible  for  the  peace  settlement? 
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3.  Why  was  it  not  possible  to  make  peace  strictly  in  accordance 
with  the  Fourteen  Points?  What  concessions  did  President 
Wilson  make  in  respect  to  open  diplomacy;  disarmament; 
self-determination  of  nations? 

4.  Why  was  Italy  given  the  Trentino  and  Trieste?  What  were 
the  chief  difficulties  in  arranging  the  boundaries  of  Poland? 

5.  What  new  states  were  created  out  of  the  old  Austro- 
Hungarian  Monarchy?  Why  were  many  Germans  included 
in  Czechoslovakia? 

6.  Why  were  the  Austrian  Germans  not  permitted  to  unite  with 
the  new  German  Republic? 

7.  What  new  states  were  created  out  of  the  former  Russian 
Empire?  What  happened  to  the  former  Ottoman  Empire? 

8.  What  became  of  the  German  colonies?  What  were  the 
“mandates"? 

9.  How  old  is  the  idea  of  a  league  of  European  states? 

10.  How  was  the  draft  of  the  League  prepared?  What  differences 
over  the  League  arose  in  the  Peace  Conference?  How  is  the 
League  organized?  Is  it  a  “super-state”?  Can  it  prevent  war? 

11.  In  what  respects  did  President  Wilson  fail  to  get  the  kind  of 
peace  he  wanted?  In  what  respects  did  he  succeed?  What 
did  President  Wilson  mean  by  saying,  “It  must  be  a  peace 
without  victory”?  Was  it  a  peace  without  victory? 

12.  If  you  were  asked  to  justify  the  peace  settlement,  what  could 
you  say  in  its  favor?  If  you  were  asked  to  condemn  it,  what 
could  you  say  against  it? 

For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1 .  What  meaning  did  the  following  terms  have  in  the  discussions 
at  the  Peace  Conference? 

covenant  reparations  secretariat 

open  covenants  mandate  international  boycott 

economic  barriers  open  diplomacy  international  court 

2.  Indicate  on  an  outline  map:  (1)  the  boundaries  of  the  new 
states  which  became  independent;  (2)  areas  added  to  the  old 
states;  (3)  location  of  cities,  regions,  islands,  rivers  which  are 
mentioned  in  this  chapter. 

3.  If  you  had  gone  to  the  Peace  Conference  with  the  ideas  which 
you  have  already  formed  about  the  Fourteen  Points,  in  what 
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respects  do  you  think  that  your  ideas  would  have  been  modi¬ 
fied  by  the  conflicts  and  discussions  at  Paris?  Revise  your 
previous  statement  giving  reasons  for  each  change  made. 

4.  Subject  for  Debate:  The  humiliation,  penalties,  and  repara¬ 
tions  imposed  on  Germany  and  Austria  were  just  and  wise. 

5.  Do  you  believe  the  United  States  was  justified  in  not  joining 
the  League  of  Nations?  List  reasons  for  your  opinion. 

6.  Write  what  you  can  say  to  justify  the  peace  settlement,  and 
what  you  can  say  against  it.  What  ideas  do  you  now  have 
as  to  what  the  great  powers  were  really  fighting  for? 
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THE  NEW  WORLD  OF  TODAY 

WHICH  IS  ONLY  THE  OLD  WORLD  OF  YESTERDAY 
TRYING  TO  GET  ITS  BEARINGS 

Hope,  often  disappointed  but  always  renewed,  must  be  the 
anchor  by  which  .  .  .  democracy  and  its  fortunes  will  have 
to  ride  out  this  latest  storm.  Lord  Bryce 


European  wars  in  modern  times  have  generally  been  followed  by 
a  certain  amount  of  economic  depression,  political  confusion,  and 
intellectual  disillusionment.  It  was  so,  for  example,  after  the 
Napoleonic  wars.  “No  one,”  said  Talleyrand,  “who  has  not  lived 
before  1789  knows  how  pleasant  life  can  be.”  We  might  equally 
well  say  that  no  one  who  has  not  lived  before  1914  knows  how  safe 
and  secure  life  can  be.  The  Great  War,  said  to  have  been  fought 
to  make  the  world  safe  for  democracy,  seems  rather  to  have  made 
a  great  part  of  it  safe  for  dictators.  Ten  years  after  the  peace 
there  occurred  the  most  disastrous  economic  and  financial  col¬ 
lapse  ever  experienced  in  modern  times;  and  ten  years  later  the 
nations  were  desperately  trying  to  preserve  the  peace  by  preparing 
for  another  world  war.  In  this  chapter  we  shall  study  this  new 
world  of  today,  and  first  the  principal  events  of  the  ten  years 
from  the  Peace  to  the  Depression. 

I.  From  the  Peace  to  the  Depression,  1919-1929 

The  democratic  countries  and  their  problems.  As  might  have 
been  supposed,  one  of  the  first  results  of  the  war  was  a  marked 
extension  of  democratic  government.  One  evidence  of  this  was 
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the  granting  of  equal  rights  to  women,  especially  the  right  of 
voting,  in  the  United  States,  England,  and  many  European  coun¬ 
tries.  Another  was  the  extension  of  democratic  self-government 
in  the  British  Empire.  Still  another  was  the  establishment  of 
democratic  republics  in  Germany  and  the  newer  states  of  south¬ 
eastern  Europe  and  Turkey. 

Progress  of  democracy  in  the  British  Empire.  During  the  war 
British  statesmen  claimed  to  be  fighting  for  the  “self-determination 
of  nations/’  Critics  were  inclined  to  say:  “That  is  all  very  well, 
but  how  about  Ireland?  How  about  Egypt?  How  about  India?” 
Since  the  war  Great  Britain  has  made  certain  concessions  to  the 
people  of  these  countries. 

As  we  have  seen  (p.  572),  Gladstone  twice  tried  in  vain  to  give 
Ireland  home  rule.  Nothing  further  was  attempted  until  the 
Liberal  ministry  of  Asquith  introduced  a  new  Home  Rule  bill, 
which  was  finally  passed  in  1914,  but  suspended  during  the  war. 
Meantime  there  arose  in  southern  Ireland  what  was  known  as  the 
Sinn  Fein  movement.  The  words  Sinn  Fein  mean  “we  our¬ 
selves.”  In  1916  the  Sinn  Feiners  started  a  rebellion  at  Dublin 
and  proclaimed  an  independent  “Irish  Republic.”  The  rebellion 
was  ruthlessly  repressed,  and  during  the  last  years  of  the  war 
Ireland  was  governed  by  martial  law.  After  the  war,  in  1921,  a 
settlement  was  arranged.  South  Ireland  (Catholic)  was  permitted 
to  have  a  parliament  of  its  own,  and  in  1931  it  was  given  complete 
freedom  to  govern  itself,  although  in  its  relations  to  foreign 
countries  it  continues  to  be  a  part  of  the  British  Empire.  North 
Ireland  remains,  as  formerly,  by  its  own  desire,  a  part  of  Great 
Britain,  governed  by  the  British  Parliament  to  which  it  sends 
representatives. 

Before  the  war  the  British  government  had  often  promised  to 
withdraw  from  Egypt,  but  never  did  so;  and  during  the  war  it 
formally  declared  the  country  to  be  a  British  “protectorate.” 
The  Egyptians  protested,  and  in  1922  Great  Britain  renounced  its 
protectorate.  The  Egyptians  adopted  a  constitutional  monarchy 
in  1923,  and  Sultan  Fuad  became  king  of  Egypt.  Nevertheless,  a 
British  High  Commissioner  remained  to  watch  over  affairs,  and 
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©Ewing  Galloway 

View  of  Khyber  Pass,  the  Gateway  between  Northwest  India  and 

Soviet  Russia 

British  troops  were  still  stationed  in  several  cities  and  the  Suez 
Canal  Zone.  Continuous  conflict  between  the  High  Commissioner 
and  the  Egyptian  government  finally  led  to  a  treaty  in  1936,  by 
which  the  British  government  agreed  to  withdraw  the  High  Com¬ 
missioner  and  to  retain  troops  in  the  Suez  Canal  Zone  only. 

In  India,  as  well  as  in  Ireland  and  Egypt,  the  war  greatly  stimu¬ 
lated  nationalist  sentiment.  A  movement  for  independence  arose, 
under  the  leadership  of  M.  K.  Gandhi,  one  of  the  most  striking 
personalities  of  the  time.  His  followers  call  him  Mahatma  (“the 
saintly  man”).  Gandhi  preached  a  doctrine  of  “civil  disobedi¬ 
ence”  and  non-resistance.  He  urged  his  followers  to  avoid  vio¬ 
lence  of  any  kind,  but  to  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  English,  to 
carry  out  a  nation-wide  “boycott.”  His  attempt  was  a  failure,  but 
discontent  with  British  rule  was  so  great  that  in  1930  the  British 
government  arranged  for  an  Anglo-Indian  conference  in  London 
to  discuss  the  whole  question  of  British-Indian  relations.  The 
result  was  the  Government  of  India  Act  (August  2,  1935)  which 
established  a  constitution  for  India.  The  new  constitution  pro- 
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vides:  (1)  for  a  Governor-General  holding  office  for  five  years; 
(2)  a  legislative  body  consisting  of  a  council  of  60  members,  and 
a  lower  chamber  of  145  members,  105  of  whom  are  elected  by 
the  Indian  people.  Thus,  in  form  at  least,  India  has  much  the 
same  (democratic)  self-government  as  Canada  and  Australia  and 
South  Africa.  But  the  problem  of  government  in  India  is  far 
more  difficult,  because  the  people  of  India  are  themselves  sharply 
divided  by  political  rivalries,  religious  animosities,  and  deep- 
seated  class  conflicts. 

In  England  itself,  during  the  ten  years  following  the  war,  there 
was  a  growth  of  liberal  and  socialist  sentiment.  The  war  enriched 
a  few,  but  the  majority  found  it  hard  to  make  a  living.  The  in¬ 
come  tax  was  raised.  Prices  were  high,  industry  declined  for  want 
of  markets  abroad,  and  masses  of  men,  including  the  returned 
soldiers,  were  without  jobs.  In  1926  there  was  a  general  strike, 
involving  2,000,000  workers,  which  temporarily  paralyzed  the 
entire  economic  life  of  the  country  and  seemed  at  the  time  to 
bring  England  to  the  verge  of  social  revolution. 

In  this  era  of  distress  the  Labor  party  appealed  to  the  mass  of 
the  people,  who  found  life  hard.  It  proposed  to  serve  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  those  who  'dive  by  working”  against  those  who  "live  by 
owning.”  It  declared  in  favor  of  national  ownership  of  mines, 
land,  railways,  and  electric  power;  and  it  accepted  the  principle 
that  every  man  has  "the  right  to  work  or  to  maintenance.”  Such 
a  program  was  popular,  and  twice,  in  1923  and  in  1929,  Ramsay 
MacDonald,  leader  of  the  Labor  party  and  a  professed  Socialist, 
became  prime  minister.  Nevertheless,  the  Labor  party  was  unable 
to  carry  out  its  program;  although  there  was  an  extension  of  the 
system  of  old  age  pensions  and  of  unemployment  insurance,  even 
these  measures  were  carried  through  later  by  the  Conservative 
party  under  the  ministry  of  Stanley  Baldwin. 

After  1929  the  strength  of  the  Labor  party  declined.  The 
English  have  a  talent  for  moving  slowly,  under  pressure,  towards 
socialistic  measures  for  the  benefit  of  the  people,  without  doing 
anything  startling  or  radical  at  any  one  time.  They  are  attached 
to  their  system  of  democratic  government,  but  have  generally 
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shown  a  preference  for  conservative  leaders.  Neither  the  Com¬ 
munist  nor  the  Fascist  movement  in  England  made  much  head¬ 
way. 

Democracy  in  France  and  the  so-called  "minor"  countries.  Since 
the  war  France  has  been  no  less,  but  no  more  democratic  than 
before.  Her  chief  difficulties  during  the  first  ten  years  grew  out 
of  the  failure  of  the  Germans  to  pay  reparations,  which  led  to  the 
occupation  of  the  Ruhr  in  1923,  and  the  fall  in  value  of  the 
franc,  which,  after  serious  difficulties,  was  stabilized  at  about  one 
fifth  of  its  pre-war  value.  The  same  parties  existed  after  as  before 
the  war,  representing  the  same  classes  and  advocating  much  the 
same  policies.  Although  extremists  on  the  Right  agitated  for  a 
restoration  of  the  monarchy;  Communists  on  the  Left  gained 
strength.  But  on  the  whole  the  government  continued  to  be  con¬ 
trolled,  as  before  the  war,  by  shifting  combinations  of  the  moder¬ 
ate  center  groups.  In  spite  of  bitter  conflicts,  and  even  riots  and 
upheavals,  the  French  remained  attached  to  the  democratic  form 
of  government,  and  to  the  traditional  principles  of  the  great  revo¬ 
lution— Liberty,  Equality,  Fraternity. 

Likewise  in  Switzerland,  the  oldest  democracy  in  Europe,  in 
Holland,  the  next  oldest,  in  Belgium,  Denmark,  Norway,  Sweden, 
and  Finland,  democratic  government  was  maintained  without 
difficulty.  In  Belgium  alone  did  the  Fascist  movement  become 
serious.  In  none  of  these  countries  has  Communism  gained  great 
headway,  but  in  most  of  them  the  government  has  gone  farther 
than  in  most  other  democratic  countries  in  the  socialistic  regula¬ 
tion  and  control  of  business  and  industry.  Too  small  to  support 
great  armies  or  to  play  the  imperialistic  game  in  “backward"  coun¬ 
tries,  most  of  these  minor  countries  managed  to  stay  out  of  the 
Great  War.  It  may  be  for  these  reasons  that  few  countries  today 
are  more  civilized,  better  governed,  or  less  troubled  by  danger  of 
war  and  revolution. 

Democratic  government  in  the  new  states  of  eastern  Europe.  Be¬ 
fore  the  war,  central  and  eastern  Europe  and  the  Near  East  were 
largely  controlled  by  four  great  powers— the  German  Empire,  the 
Austro-Hungarian  Monarchy,  the  Russian  Empire,  and  the  Turk- 
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Courtesy  Turkish  Embassy ,  Washington 


Kemal  Pasha  and  Attendants 

Nominally  president,  virtually  dictator,  Kemal  Pasha  has  taken  the  leading 
part  in  organizing  the  new  Turkish  Republic. 

ish  Empire.  One  of  the  chief  results  of  the  war  was  that  the 
German  Hohenzollern  dynasty  and  the  Russian  tsars  lost  their 
power,  and  the  Austro-Hungarian  Monarchy  and  the  Turkish 
Empire  disappeared.  In  place  of  these  four  imperial  powers  many 
new  states,  mostly  republics,  were  established. 

During  the  hundred  years  before  the  war  the  European  powers 
had  taken  over  one  province  after  another  of  the  extensive  empire 
of  the  Turks.  The  war  completed  this  process.  Having  lost  their 
former  subject  provinces,  the  Turks  established  in  Asia  Minor  the 
Turkish  Republic.  The  capital  of  the  new  republic  was  trans¬ 
ferred  from  Istanbul  (Constantinople)  to  Ankara.  Besides  adopt¬ 
ing  a  democratic  government,  the  Turks  determined  to  become 
“modern”  by  introducing  western  European  customs.  Men  were 
ordered  to  wear  the  European  hat  instead  of  the  Turkish  fez,  and 
women  were  encouraged  to  appear  unveiled.  Efforts  were  made 
to  substitute  the  Roman  alphabet  for  the  Arabic.  Polygamy  was 
virtually  abolished.  These  changes  were  largely  brought  about 
under  the  leadership  of  Kemal  Pasha,  who  is  at  present  (1938) 

exercising  the  powers  of  a  dictator  under  the  form  of  a  republic. 
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In  the  territory  formerly  controlled  by  Russia,  Germany,  and 
Austria-Hungary,  many  new  states  were  established  after  the  war 
—Yugoslavia,  Austria,  Hungary,  Rumania,  Czechoslovakia,  Poland, 
Lithuania,  Latvia,  Estonia,  and  Finland.  Yugoslavia  and  Rumania 
are  kingdoms.  Hungary  would  have  re-established  the  Hapsburg 
dynasty  if  the  powers  at  the  Peace  Conference  had  not  intervened. 
All  the  other  states  adopted  a  republican  form  of  government,  with 
an  executive  elected  either  by  the  people  or  by  legislative  assem¬ 
blies.  In  all  of  the  new  states  inequality  of  rights  was  done  away 
with.  In  all  of  them  a  democratic  suffrage  was  established.  In 
all  of  them  the  ministers  who  exercise  executive  power  were  made 
responsible  to  the  legislatures,  after  the  English  and  French 
system. 

The  chief  difficulty  in  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  new  states  arises 
out  of  racial  and  religious  differences.  In  Czechoslovakia  there 
are  difficulties  between  the  Germans,  the  Czechs,  and  the  Slovaks. 
In  Yugoslavia  there  are  even  sharper  difficulties  between  Serbs, 
Croats,  and  Slovenes.  In  all  of  the  new  states  there  is  the  Jewish 
problem.  These  difficulties,  increased  by  the  economic  depression 
since  1929,  have  led  to  the  establishment  of  virtual  dictatorships 
in  all  of  these  countries,  except  Finland  and  Czechoslovakia.  In 
1938  Austria  became  a  part  of  Germany  (p.  824). 

The  German  Republic:  the  Constitution  of  1919.  The  German 
revolution  of  1918  was  partly  the  result  of  growing  discontent  with 
the  old  imperial  government,  but  chiefly  the  result  of  failure  to 
win  the  war.  Realizing  that  four  years  of  sacrifice  had  been  in  vain, 
the  German  people  within  a  few  days  swept  away  the  imperial 
system  which  Bismarck  had  labored  for  twenty  years  to  con¬ 
solidate. 

The  revolution  created  a  widespread  fear  in  Europe  that  Ger¬ 
many  might  follow  the  lead  of  Russia  and  “go  Bolshevik.”  But 
the  first  ministry  formed  after  the  revolution  was  controlled  by 
the  Socialists,  with  Friedrich  Ebert  as  chancellor;  and  the  first  im¬ 
portant  act  of  the  Ebert  government  was  to  call  for  the  election, 
by  all  adult  men  and  women,  of  members  of  a  national  assembly 
to  draft  a  new  constitution. 
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The  national  assembly  met  at  Weimar,  February  6,  1919.  What 
form  of  government  did  the  various  parties  favor?  The  Conserva¬ 
tive  Nationalists,  representing  the  old  landowning  aristocracy  and 
the  big  business  interests,  desired  to  establish  a  monarchical  form 
of  government.  All  the  others  felt  that  the  time  had  come  to 
establish  a  republic.  The  vital  question  was,  what  kind  of  repub¬ 
lic?  The  three  parties  of  the  Left  (Democrats,  Majority  Socialists, 
and  Independent  Socialists)  wanted  a  constitution  which  would 
make  a  special  point  of  safeguarding  the  interests  of  the  mass  of 
the  poor  against  the  rich.  The  three  parties  of  the  Right  were 
on  the  whole  opposed  to  socialistic  experiments— they  wanted  a 
constitution  that  would  safeguard  property  against  the  danger  of 
communism  and  bolshevism.  The  result  was  a  compromise.  The 
new  German  constitution,  while  more  democratic  than  the  parties 
of  the  Right  desired,  was  less  socialistic  than  the  parties  of  the 
Left  would  have  preferred. 

It  declared  that  “all  Germans  are  equal  before  the  law.  Men 
and  women  have  fundamentally  the  same  civil  rights  and  duties. 
Privileges  and  discriminations  due  to  birth  or  rank  .  .  .  are  abol¬ 
ished.  Titles  of  nobility  .  .  .  may  not  hereafter  be  granted.”  “The 
German  commonwealth  is  a  republic.  .  .  .  Every  state  must  have 
a  republican  constitution.  The  representatives  of  the  people  must 
be  elected  by  the  universal,  equal,  direct,  and  secret  suffrage  of  all 
German  citizens,  both  men  and  women,  according  to  the  principle 
of  proportional  representation.” 

The  federal  government  consisted  of  a  president  and  two  legis¬ 
lative  chambers — the  national  assembly  ( Reichstag )  and  the 
national  council  (Reichsrat).  The  assembly  was  elected  by  all 
men  and  women  over  twenty  years  of  age.  The  council  was 
composed  of  members  appointed  by  the  state  governments.  The 
president  was  elected  directly  by  the  people,  for  seven  years.  His 
position  was  like  that  of  the  president  of  France  or  the  king  of 
England.  The  executive  power  was  exercised  by  the  chancellor 
and  his  cabinet  of  ministers,  but  the  chancellor,  although  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  president,  was  responsible  to  the  assembly. 

The  most  novel  features  of  the  German  constitution  were  those 
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dealing  with  economic  life.  It  stated  that,  for  certain  purposes, 
“landed  property  may  be  confiscated”  by  the  government,  and: 

The  commonwealth  may  by  law  .  .  .  transfer  to  public  owner¬ 
ship  private  business  enterprises  adapted  for  socialization.  .  .  . 
Every  German  shall  have  opportunity  to  earn  his  living.  So 
long  as  suitable  employment  cannot  be  procured  for  him,  his 
maintenance  will  be  provided  for. 

Thus  the  constitution  authorized  the  government  to  nationalize 
land  and  industry  when  the  common  interest  seemed  to  demand 
it,  and  it  imposed  on  the  government  the  duty  of  providing  either 
work  or  maintenance  for  all  citizens.  The  constitution  did  not 
establish  a  socialistic  regime,  but  made  it  easy  for  the  people  to 
establish  such  a  regime  if  they  so  desired. 

The  German  Republic,  1919-1933:  How  it  managed  to  live  in 
spite  of  enemies  and  hard  times.  The  new  German  Republic  was 
confronted  with  difficulties  that  seemed  insuperable.  The  coun¬ 
try  had  been  exhausted  by  the  war,  and  when  the  blockade  was 
lifted  most  people  were  undernourished  or  starving.  Industries 
were  disorganized,  the  merchant  marine  had  been  destroyed,  and 
most  of  its  foreign  commerce  lost.  Demobilized  soldiers  were 
looking  for  jobs  that  did  not  exist.  While  the  old  Hohenzollern 
government  was  held  responsible  for  the  disastrous  defeat,  the 
new  republican  government  was  held  responsible  for  the  almost 
equally  disastrous  peace.  The  German  people  expected  to  be 
paid  back  the  money  they  had  loaned  the  government  in  support 
of  the  war,  and  the  Allies  expected  to  be  paid  the  huge  indem¬ 
nities  imposed  on  Germany  by  the  Treaty  of  Versailles. 

One  of  the  most  difficult  problems  was  presented  by  the  decline 
in  value  of  the  mark.  Before  the  war  a  German  mark  was  worth 
about  twenty-five  cents  in  American  money.  In  January,  1923,  an 
American  dollar  would  buy,  not  just  four  German  marks,  but 
50,000  marks.  It  was  in  this  very  month  that  the  French  armies 
occupied  the  Ruhr  district  (see  p.  811).  This  event,  having  all  the 
appearance  of  a  renewal  of  the  war,  created  a  situation  of  which 
no  one  could  foresee  the  end.  The  immediate  result  was  that  the 
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mark  began  its  so-called  “toboggan  slide/’  In  November,  1923,  a 
postage  stamp  was  worth  50,000,000  marks.  The  mark  had 
reached  the  bottom,  it  was  worthless. 

When  the  mark  began  to  decline  rapidly,  people  ceased  to  save 
money.  Everyone  spent  his  money  on  the  day  he  got  it,  since  it 
would  almost  certainly  buy  less  the  next  day.  People  who  had 
contracted  debts  long  since,  when  the  mark  was  at  a  high  value, 
hastened  to  pay  them  off  now  that  the  mark  was  of  little  or  no 
value.  The  result  was  that  thousands  of  people  whose  income 
depended  on  fixed  rents,  dividends,  or  salaries  were  ruined.  In¬ 
numerable  “well  high  born”  counts,  and  former  officials  and  pro¬ 
fessors  and  lawyers  and  doctors,  taking  any  job  they  could  get, 
were  to  be  seen  carrying  away  garbage,  running  street  cars,  or, 
with  napkin  over  arm,  serving  as  waiters  in  cheap  restaurants.  The 
collapse  of  the  mark  had  taken  away  the  income  of  the  middle 
class  and  upset  the  economic  life  of  the  country. 

The  new  republic,  unable  either  to  avoid  economic  chaos  or  to 
defend  the  country  against  the  aggressions  of  France,  became  un¬ 
popular.  In  1923  General  Ludendorff,  supported  by  Adolf  Hitler 
and  other  monarchists,  planned  to  march  on  Berlin  and  make 
Ludendorff  dictator.  In  the  same  year  certain  Germans  in  the 
Ruhr  district,  with  the  connivance  of  the  French  authorities  there, 
attempted  to  establish  an  independent  “Rhineland  Republic.” 
The  Rhineland  Republic  was  proclaimed  at  Aachen  and  Koblenz 
in  October,  1923,  and  formally  recognized  by  the  French  govern¬ 
ment.  But  the  mass  of  the  people  in  the  Rhineland  remained 
loyal  to  the  German  Republic,  and  the  separatist  movement  came 
to  nothing. 

The  beginning  of  better  times  dates  from  1924  and  is  associated 
with  two  important  events  of  that  year— the  adoption  of  the 
Dawes  Plan  and  the  stabilization  of  the  mark.  The  Dawes  Plan 
was  a  scheme,  worked  out  by  an  international  commission,  de¬ 
signed  to  make  it  easier  for  Germany  to  make  the  reparation  pay¬ 
ments  and  providing  for  the  evacuation  of  the  Ruhr  by  the  French 
at  an  early  date  (see  p.  811 ) .  An  essential  part  of  the  Dawes  Plan 
was  the  arrangement  of  a  foreign  loan  of  $200,000,000  to  the  Ger- 
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man  government  for  the  stabilization  of  the  German  mark.  In 
1924,  the  old  currency  was  retired,  and  new  Reichsmarks,  secured 
by  the  200,000,000  gold  dollars,  were  issued  and  maintained  at  the 
same  value  which  the  mark  had  had  before  the  war. 

Possessed  of  a  stable  currency  and  international  credit,  Germany 
appeared  to  be  on  the  road  to  recovery.  But,  as  in  most  coun¬ 
tries,  the  prosperity  of  1924-29  was  apparent  only,  being  largely 
based  on  the  expenditure  of  money  borrowed  in  the  United  States. 
The  great  depression  following  the  year  1929  all  but  destroyed 
Germany’s  export  trade,  and  increased  the  number  of  unemployed 
to  about  6,000,000.  As  the  economic  situation  became  worse, 
the  popularity  of  the  Republic  declined,  and  people  of  different 
classes  were  ready  to  follow  any  man  who  could  convince  them 
that  he  had  the  solution  of  Germany’s  difficulties.  This  situation 
prepared  the  way  for  Adolf  Hitler  and  the  overthrow  of  the 
Republic  (see  p.  820). 

Thus  during  the  first  ten  years  after  the  war  there  appeared  to 
be  a  certain  extension  of  democratic  government  in  Europe.  But 
during  this  period  Italy  abandoned  democracy  for  the  Fascist 
dictatorship  of  Mussolini,  and  Communism  was  established  in 
Russia.  We  must  now  study  these  two  anti-democratic  systems. 

II.  From  the  Peace  to  the  Great  Depression,  1919-1929: 

Fascism,  Communism,  and  the  League  of  Nations 

Fascist  Italy:  How  the  Italians  found  peace  more  burdensome  than 
war.  During  the  years  from  1919  to  1922,  the  Italian  people 
became  increasingly  dissatisfied  with  the  government  because  it 
was  unable  to  deal  effectively  with  financial  and  economic  diffi¬ 
culties  that  arose.  In  1920  the  expenses  of  the  government  ex¬ 
ceeded  its  income  by  more  than  three  billion  dollars.  The  value 
of  the  lira  declined  rapidly,  prices  soared,  and  the  majority  of 
people  were  unable  to  meet  the  higher  cost  of  living.  Meantime, 
several  million  soldiers,  who  had  been  promised  a  “regenerated 
Italy”  for  their  services,  returned  to  civil  life  to  find  their  old  jobs 
filled  and  no  new  ones  available. 

Under  the  pressure  of  poverty  and  discontent  many  people— 
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old  soldiers,  workmen,  and  farmers— turned  to  socialism  and 
bolshevism.  In  1919  the  Socialist  party  elected  156  deputies  to 

the  parliament.  It  used  its  con¬ 
trolling  influence  to  block  the  meas¬ 
ures  of  the  government,  sometimes 
interrupting  the  dignified  proceed¬ 
ings  of  the  chamber  by  singing  “The 
Red  Flag,”  cheering  Lenin,  and  hiss¬ 
ing  the  king.  Extreme  Socialists 
endeavored  by  means  of  the  general 
strike  to  establish  the  Russian  soviet 
system  of  government.  In  many 
parts  of  Italy  farmers  refused  to  pay 
rent,  burned  houses,  and  seized  the 
lands  of  the  large  landowners.  In 
industrial  cities  workers  refused  to 
work,  dispossessed  employers  and 

Courtesy  Italian  Embassy  owners  of  industries,  and  tried  to 
Mussolini  in  1930  r  .  .  . 

run  factories  on  their  own  account. 

Three  years  after  the  Peace  Conference  the  Italian  government 

was  bankrupt  and  the  country  in  a  state  of  confusion  bordering  on 

anarchy.  It  was  this  situation  that  enabled  Mussolini  to  gain 

control  of  affairs. 

Fascist  Italy:  How  Mussolini  gained  control  of  the  government 
by  turning  himself  from  a  Socialist  into  a  Fascist.  Benito  Mussolini 
(born  in  1883)  was  the  son  of  a  village  blacksmith.  He  acquired 
a  little  money  by  teaching,  and  then  attended  the  universities  of 
Lausanne  and  Geneva  in  Switzerland,  working  on  the  side  to  pay 
his  expenses.  Returning  to  Italy  he  became  an  active  Socialist. 
In  1914  he  was  editor  of  the  official  Socialist  paper,  Avan ti.  At 
first  he  opposed  the  entrance  of  Italy  into  the  war,  but  he  soon 
changed  his  views  and  himself  served  as  a  private  soldier  until 
1917,  when  he  was  wounded  and  discharged. 

When  Mussolini  changed  his  views  on  the  war,  he  established 
a  paper  of  his  own,  The  People  of  Italy;  and  at  the  close  of  the 
war  he  organized  a  society  of  ex-Socialists  and  former  soldiers 
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which  he  called  Fascio  di  Combattimento  (“Union  of  Combat”). 
The  Fascist  society  advocated  many  social  reforms,  such  as 
heavy  taxation  of  the  rich.  But  its  program  differed  from  that  of 
the  Socialists  in  two  important  respects.  The  Fascists  were 
strongly  nationalist,  and  they  were  bitterly  opposed  to  commu¬ 
nism  and  bolshevism.  To  resist  these  movements,  bands  of  young 
men,  wearing  black  shirts  and  armed  with  guns  and  clubs,  were 
sent  out  to  break  up  Communist  meetings  and  to  destroy  Com¬ 
munist  printing  presses,  literature,  and  red  flags. 

These  activities  made  the  Fascist  society  popular  throughout 
Italy.  In  1921-1922  young  men  from  all  classes  rushed  to  join  the 
“Black  Shirts”;  and  as  membership  increased,  Mussolini  empha¬ 
sized  more  and  more  ideas  that  would  be  approved  by  the  people 
who  joined.  Employers  wanted  an  end  of  strikes.  Landowners 
wanted  protection  against  peasant  uprisings.  Shopkeepers,  law¬ 
yers,  doctors,  clerks,  and  teachers  wanted  a  restoration  of  law  and 
order  and  easier  conditions  of  living.  Patriots  wanted  something 
done  to  strengthen  the  government  at  home  and  to  restore  the 
prestige  of  Italy  abroad.  Fascism  stood  for  all  these  things. 

Meantime  the  government  had  done  little  if  anything  to  remedy 
any  evils  of  which  people  complained  and  in  the  fall  of  1922 
Mussolini  felt  that  he  was  strong  enough  to  take  the  decisive  step. 
At  a  great  gathering  of  Fascists  in  Naples  he  declared:  “Either 
the  government  will  be  given  to  us  or  we  shall  seize  it  by  march¬ 
ing  on  Rome.”  The  prime  minister,  Facta,  proclaimed  a  state  of 
siege,  but  the  king,  refusing  to  approve  this  measure,  called  upon 
Mussolini  to  form  a  ministry.  October  30,  1922,  a  cabinet  was 
formed  of  which  a  majority  were  Fascists  and  Mussolini  the  dom¬ 
inating  figure.  This  was  the  beginning  of  his  dictatorship. 

Fascist  Italy:  How  Mussolini  transformed  the  old  parliamentary 
government  into  the  Fascist  state.  Mussolini  first  asked  and  ob¬ 
tained  from  parliament  certain  dictatorial  powers  for  a  period  of 
fourteen  months.  National  and  local  offices  were  filled  with  his 
loyal  Fascist  supporters.  Mussolini  was  made  accountable  to  the 
king  alone,  and  all  cabinet  ministers  were  made  dependent  on  his 
will.  Opposition  to  these  measures  became  dangerous,  even  for 
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Government  Propaganda  in  Italy 

Early  in  life  Italian  boys  and  girls  are  made  aware  of  the  cardinal  principles 
of  the  Fascist  government,  set  forth  on  the  walls  of  a  house  in  this  little 

Italian  town. 
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members  of  parliament.  In  1924  Matteotti,  a  Socialist  deputy 
and  author  of  a  book  entitled  The  Fascisti  Exposed ,  was  carried 
off  and  murdered  by  some  of  Mussolini’s  Fascist  supporters. 

Once  firmly  established  in  power,  Mussolini  made  certain  im¬ 
portant  changes  in  economic  organization.  In  1926  a  law  created 
national  and  local  unions  or  syndicates  of  employers  and  workers. 
No  other  associations  of  either  employers  or  laborers  were  per¬ 
mitted.  No  employer  or  worker  could  belong  to  a  syndicate  unless 
he  was  acceptable  to  the  government— that  is,  unless  he  was  a 
member  of  the  Fascist  party.  The  law  also  provided  that  the 
government  should  exercise  a  direct  supervision  over  disputes 
between  employers  and  laborers.  Strikes  and  lockouts  were  made 
illegal. 

This  organization  of  industry  prepared  the  way  for  Mussolini’s 
organization  of  the  Fascist  state,  which  was  accomplished  by  the 
electoral  reform  law  of  1928.  By  this  law  the  right  to  nominate 
candidates  for  parliament  was  given  to  the  national  confederations 
of  employers  and  workers.  The  thirteen  national  confederations 
prepare  a  list  of  800  candidates  for  the  400  seats  in  the  Chamber 
of  Deputies.  These  names  are  then  sent  to  the  Grand  Council  of 
the  Fascist  party,  of  which  Mussolini  is  the  head.  The  Grand 
Council  then  chooses  (presumably  but  not  necessarily  from  this 
list)  400  names  which  are  then  submitted  to  the  people  for 
approval  or  rejection.  Each  voter  must  vote  for  or  against  the 
entire  list. 

The  first  election  under  the  new  system  was  held  in  1929.  The 
list  of  400  names,  headed  by  Mussolini,  was  drawn  up  by  the 
Grand  Council  and  submitted  to  the  people.  Mussolini,  and 
other  prominent  Fascists,  made  speeches  urging  the  people  to 
approve  of  it.  No  opposition  speeches  were  permitted.  Of  the 
9,460,727  Italians  who  had  a  right  to  vote,  8,663,412  voted  yes; 
135,761  voted  no.  In  the  election  of  1934  the  number  of  those 
who  voted  against  the  government  list  was  still  less. 

Mussolini  realized  that  his  position  would  be  much  strength¬ 
ened  if  he  could  win  the  approval  of  the  Pope  and  devout  Cath¬ 
olics.  In  February,  1929,  three  documents— a  treaty,  a  concordat, 
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and  a  financial  agreement— were  signed  by  the  Pope  and  the 
Italian  government.  The  principal  matters  agreed  upon  were  the 
following:  (1)  The  Italian  government  recognized  the  complete 
independence  of  the  “State  of  the  Vatican  City”  under  the  sov¬ 
ereignty  of  the  Pope.  (2)  The  Italian  government  recognized  the 
Catholic  religion  as  the  state  religion;  it  agreed  to  enforce  the 
canon  law,  and  to  establish  compulsory  religious  instruction  in  the 
schools.  (3)  The  Pope  for  the  first  time  recognized  the  Kingdom 
of  Italy  and  renounced  his  claims  to  the  States  of  the  Church. 
In  compensation  for  the  lost  territory  the  Italian  government 
agreed  to  pay  him  1,750,000,000  lira  ($91,875,000). 

The  term  “fascism”  is  derived  from  the  Latin  word  “fasces”— 
a  bundle  of  rods  carried  by  ancient  Roman  lictors  as  a  symbol  of 
authority  and  punishment.  For  Mussolini  it  represents  the 
theory  of  the  “totalitarian”  state — a  government  which  in  theory 
expresses,  not  the  conflicting  interests  and  ideas  of  all  citizens, 
but  the  single  united  will  of  the  people  as  a  whole.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  the  single  united  will  of  all  the  people  is  obtained  only  by 
ruthless  suppression  of  all  people  who  disagree  with  Mussolini. 
This  method  of  determining  the  will  of  the  people  is  the  chief 
thing  that  distinguishes  dictatorships  from  democracies. 

Soviet  Russia:  How  Nicolai  Lenin  established  the  "dictatorship 
of  the  proletariat."  When  the  first  Russian  Revolution  occurred 
in  March,  1917  (see  p.  755),  there  was  living  in  Switzerland  a 
man  whom  few  people  had  ever  heard  of.  When  he  died  seven 
years  later,  his  name  was  known  throughout  the  world.  The  man’s 
real  name  was  Vladimir  Ilyich  Ulianov,  but  he  had  published 
books  under  the  name  of  Nicolai  Lenin.  Lenin  was  a  disciple  of 
Karl  Marx  (see  p.  612).  He  never  doubted  that  the  social  revo¬ 
lution  would  come,  and  in  1917  he  was  convinced  that  the  time 
was  ripe  for  it  in  Russia.  He  felt  a  profound  sympathy  with  the 
poverty  and  oppression  under  which  the  Russian  people  lived  and 
had  lived  for  centuries.  He  never  doubted  that  the  tsars  and 
landed  aristocrats  and  idle  rich  were  responsible  for  this  poverty 
and  oppression,  or  that  the  most  ferocious  methods  were  necessary 
and  justified  in  order  to  establish  the  rights  of  the  people.  This 
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passionate  faith  in  a  doctrine  is  the  secret  of  Lenin.  It  explains 
his  actions,  his  failures,  and  his  successes. 

When  Lenin  and  his  followers  seized  the  government  in 
November,  1917,  only  a  small  minority  of  the  Russian  people  were 
Bolsheviks.  To  win  the  sympathy  of  the  mass  of  the  people, 
Lenin  immediately  did  two  things.  He  arranged  peace  with  the 
Central  Powers  (see  p.  759),  and  he  announced  that  the  lands  of 
the  nobles  would  be  at  once  turned  over  to  the  peasants.  These 
measures  pleased  two  very  important  groups  of  people— the  sol¬ 
diers  and  the  peasants. 

But  Lenin  knew  that  he  could  not  carry  through  the  social 
revolution  by  peaceful  means,  since  the  middle  and  upper  classes 
would  fight  to  the  last  ditch  to  retain  their  property  and  influence. 
An  “extraordinary  commission/'  called  the  Cheka,  and  a  “Red” 
army  of  100,000  men  under  Leon  Trotsky  were  therefore  created 
and  authorized  to  arrest  and  execute  all  persons  who  opposed  the 
Bolshevik  government.  The  Cheka  inaugurated  a  government  by 
terror  which  lasted  for  three  years.  The  middle-  and  upper-class 
people  who  refused  to  support  the  Bolshevik  government  actively 
were  mostly  despoiled  of  their  property.  Many  thousands  were 
shot.  Others  fled  the  country  and,  like  French  emigres  in  the 
time  of  the  French  Revolution,  took  up  their  residence  in  foreign 
countries  where  many  engaged  in  anti-Bolshevist  propaganda. 

In  the  meantime  the  Bolshevists  held  an  All-Russian  Congress 
which  adopted  a  new  constitution  (1918)  designed  to  establish 
and  maintain  their  power.  The  name  adopted  for  the  new  govern¬ 
ment  was  the  Russian  Socialist  Federated  Soviet  Republic— popu¬ 
larly  known  as  the  R.  S.  F.  S.  R.  Later  the  Russian  Republic 
formed  a  union  with  similar  republics  established  in  Ukrainia, 
White  Russia,  the  Caucasus,  and  other  neighboring  countries. 
The  official  name  of  this  larger  union  is  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics— popularly  known  as  the  U.  S.  S.  R. 

The  constitution  of  1918  gave  political  privileges  to  all  men  and 
women  of  eighteen  years  of  age  or  over  who  were  productive 
workers,  or  the  housekeepers  of  such  workers,  or  soldiers,  or  sailors. 
All  others  were  regarded  as  capitalists— exploiters  of  the  people 
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Combines  at  Work 

The  harvest  is  being  gathered  on  the  fields  of  the  Stalin  Collective  Farm. 


and  enemies  of  society.  According  to  the  constitution,  the  peas¬ 
ants  in  the  country  and  the  workers  in  the  cities  elected  the  All- 
Russian  Congress,  which  in  turn  elected  the  Central  Executive 
Committee,  which  is  declared  to  be  “the  supreme  legislative  .  .  . 
and  controlling  organ/'  Thus  the  new  government,  according  to 
the  constitution,  was  a  democratic  socialist  republic. 

But  in  fact  the  effective  leadership  and  direction  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  Bolshevik  party.  The  Bol¬ 
shevik  party  is  not  mentioned  in  the  constitution.  It  has  a  mem¬ 
bership  of  about  one  or  two  million,  out  of  a  total  population  of 
140,000,000.  It  is  strictly  organized  and  rigidly  governed.  In 
each  community  there  is  a  party  “cell” — a  little  group  of  Bol¬ 
sheviks  who,  like  American  party  bosses,  take  an  active  part  in 
politics  and  have  great  influence  in  elections.  The  result  is  that 
while  the  local  soviets  and  the  All-Russian  Congress  are  composed 
of  many  people  who  are  not  Bolsheviks,  the  Central  Executive 
Committee  is  composed  only  of  Bolsheviks.  Under  constitutional 
forms  the  Soviet  Union  is  governed  by  the  Bolshevik  party.  Lenin 
himself  said  that  without  instructions  from  the  Bolshevik  party 
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"not  one  institution  in  our  republic  can  decide  a  single  question 
of  importance  in  matters  of  policy  or  organization/' 

Thus  it  happened  that  Lenin  established  in  Russia,  not  the 
"dictatorship  of  the  proletariat,”  but  the  dictatorship  of  the  Bol¬ 
shevik  party  for  the  proletariat.  What  did  the  Bolshevik  party 
do  to  make  the  mass  of  the  people  satisfied  with  their  govern¬ 
ment? 

Soviet  Russia:  How  the  soviet  government  moved  toward  the 
nationalization  of  land  and  industry  by  taking  two  steps  forward 
and  one  step  back.  The  great  object  of  Marxian  Socialism  was  the 
"nationalization”  of  land  and  industry.  Therefore,  as  soon  as  he 
obtained  power,  Lenin  proclaimed  the  nationalization  of  the  land, 
and  shortly  after  (1918),  the  nationalization  of  all  industries  ex¬ 
cept  very  small  ones.  At  the  same  time  the  government  created 
a  Supreme  Economic  Council  to  manage  the  37,000  industrial 
plants  that  were  thus  nationalized.  The  council  was  expected  to 
supply  the  industries  with  raw  material  and  machinery,  to  find 
workers,  supply  them  with  money  and  food,  and  manage  the 
distribution  of  the  product.  To  facilitate  the  work  of  the  Council 
peasants  were  ordered  to  turn  over  to  the  government  all  the 
grain  they  raised  above  what  was  necessary  for  their  own  needs. 

To  effect  so  great  a  revolution  in  the  economic  life  of  the  coun¬ 
try  at  one  stroke  proved  quite  impossible.  During  the  three  years 
from  1918  to  1921,  under  government  management  the  mining  of 
metals  practically  ceased,  and  production  of  coal,  iron,  oil,  and 
cloth  fell  to  less  than  half  of  pre-war  production.  Since  the  ruble 
fell  in  value,  prices  and  the  cost  of  production  and  of  living  in¬ 
creased.  Workers,  assured  that  the  government  would  provision 
them,  idled  on  the  job,  or  "deserted”— that  is,  refused  to  work  at 
all. 

But  the  government's  chief  difficulties  came  from  the  peasants. 
The  peasants  took  over  the  lands  of  the  nobles;  but  they  objected 
to  turning  over  grain  to  the  government.  When  the  government 
seized  their  grain  by  force,  the  peasants  refused  to  raise  more 
than  was  necessary  for  their  own  needs.  In  1921  (a  bad  year 
on  account  of  drought)  the  production  of  grain  was  less  than 
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half  the  amount  raised  yearly  before  the  war.  The  result  was  a 
severe  famine,  the  government  was  unable  to  provision  workers  in 
cities,  and  the  workers  began  to  raise  the  cry,  “Down  with  the 
soviet  government!” 

Thus  by  1921  the  soviet  government  had  alienated  the  peasants 
and  many  industrial  workers.  Either  the  resistance  had  to  be 
crushed  or  the  economic  policy  modified.  Fortunately  for  the 
Bolsheviks,  Lenin  possessed  what  many  dreamers  lack— a  hard 
practical  mind  which  understood  that  ideals  cannot  be  realized 
by  ignoring  facts.  He  decided  that  it  was  “easier  to  change  their 
policy  than  to  change  the  peasants.”  Having  taken  two  steps  for¬ 
ward  toward  the  goal,  Lenin  decided  that  it  was  necessary  to  take 
one  step  backward.  This  he  did  by  adopting  (1921)  a  “New 
Economic  Policy,”  popularly  known  as  “the  N.  E.  P.”  or  Nep. 

Under  the  Nep  the  peasants  were  permitted  to  dispose  of  their 
grain  as  they  liked,  except  that  they  were  subject  to  a  fixed  tax. 
Although  the  government  kept  control  of  the  larger  industries, 
the  smaller  ones  were  restored  to  private  ownership.  In  order  to 
obtain  needed  capital,  foreign  capitalists  were  granted  “conces¬ 
sions”  for  limited  periods  in  certain  mining,  transportation,  and 
commercial  enterprises.  Thus  after  1921  industry  was  only  in 
part  owned  and  controlled  by  the  government,  and  the  land  was 
virtually  restored  to  the  peasants. 

The  new  economic  policy  worked  much  better  than  the  old  one. 
Foreign  capital  flowed  into  the  Soviet  Union.  The  ruble  was 
stabilized  (1924),  foreign  commerce  revived,  and  government- 
owned  industries  were  newly  equipped  and  enlarged.  Industrial 
recovery  was  so  rapid  that  by  1930  the  output  of  Russian  indus¬ 
tries  was  on  the  whole  as  great  as  before  the  war. 

Soviet  Russia:  How  the  soviet  government  tried  to  change  the 
ideas  and  culture  of  the  people.  Under  the  tsarist  government 
the  mass  of  the  people  were  uneducated.  To  change  this  situa¬ 
tion  the  soviet  government  established  a  system  of  free  public 
schools,  ranging  from  the  kindergarten  to  the  university,  in  which 
teaching  of  the  old  political  and  religious  ideas  was  deliberately 
and  ruthlessly  prohibited. 
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This  school  is  on  the 


Sovjoto 

The  Geography  Hour 

‘Lenin’s  Way”  Collective  Farm  in  the  village  of 
Vilshanka  near  Kiev. 


The  educational  program  of  the  soviet  government  has  two 
main  objects.  The  first  is  to  give  to  all  children  a  practical  educa¬ 
tion— to  fit  them  for  some  useful  occupation  in  the  new  social 
system.  The  second  is  to  give  the  people  a  new  philosophy  of  life. 
In  schools  children  are  taught  the  extreme  communist  doctrine 
that  private  property  is  the  cause  of  poverty  and  therefore  an  evil 
which  must  be  abolished.  They  are  taught  not  to  admire  and 
envy  those  who  are  rich  and  have  fine  clothes  and  possessions,  but 
to  regard  them  with  suspicion  as  anti-social  and  anti-patriotic. 

It  was  the  theory  of  Karl  Marx  that  the  old  religions,  Catholic 
and  Protestant,  furnished  the  strongest  support  to  the  institution 
of  private  property  and  the  enslavement  of  the  poor  by  the  rich. 
Lenin  accepted  the  idea.  “Religion  is  one  of  the  forces  of  spiritual 
oppression,”  he  said.  “To  him  who  works  and  is  poor  all  his  life 
religion  teaches  passivity  and  patience  in  earthly  life,  consoling 
him  with  the  hope  of  a  heavenly  reward.  .  .  .  Religion  is  the 
opium  of  the  people.”  The  statement,  “Religion  is  the  opium 
of  the  people,”  which  Lenin  borrowed  from  Karl  Marx,  is  in- 
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Sovjoto 

The  End  of  a  School  Day 

Smiling  youngsters  coming  from  one  of  the  new  schools  in  Moscow.  Many 
new  school  buildings  have  been  built  in  the  Soviet  Union. 


scribed  on  many  public  buildings.  In  the  schools,  and  by  official 
propaganda,  the  government  teaches  the  doctrine  that  old  religious 
beliefs  are  not  only  untrue  but  hostile  to  the  welfare  of  the  people. 

Holding  these  views,  the  soviet  government  confiscated  the 
property  of  the  old  orthodox  established  church,  and  refused  to 
support  the  clergy.  The  churches  may  not  carry  on  organized 
charitable  or  educational  work,  or  try  to  win  converts. 

The  soviet  government  is  frankly  hostile  to  the  old  religions. 
It  frankly  tries  to  convert  all  people  to  its  own  professed  phi¬ 
losophy  of  life— the  extreme  Socialist  or  Bolshevist  doctrines. 
Bolshevism  is  in  fact  regarded  not  merely  as  a  theory  of  economic 
reform,  but  as  a  philosophy  of  life,  a  religion.  It  has  its  dogmas, 
its  ceremonies,  and  its  saints.  Its  dogmas  are  the  theories  of  the 
social  revolution.  Its  saints  are  Karl  Marx  and  Lenin— especially 
Lenin.  In  the  homes  of  thousands  of  Russians,  Lenin’s  picture 
replaces  the  old  sacred  religious  pictures,  and  thousands  of  Rus¬ 
sians  make  reverent  pilgrimages  to  his  tomb  in  Moscow. 
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The  Russian  Revolution  aimed  to  effect  a  complete  transforma¬ 
tion  of  society— the  establishment  of  a  Communist  economic 
regime  and  the  acceptance  of  a  Communist  philosophy  of  life. 
According  to  the  theory,  the  “dictatorship”  would  be  temporary. 
Once  the  new  classless  society  was  established,  government  would 
become  thoroughly  democratic,  and  all  repressive  measures  would 
cease.  We  shall  presently  see  to  what  extent  these  aims  have  been 
realized  (p.  824  ff.). 

International  relations:  How  it  took  ten  years  to  determine  what 
reparations  Germany  should  pay.  The  Peace  Conference  left  many 
questions  undecided,  some  of  which  gave  rise  to  disputes  that 
threatened  to  disturb  the  peace  of  Europe.  One  of  these  was  the 
question  of  German  reparations  (p.  774).  In  November,  1922, 
the  German  government  asked  that  all  payments  be  postponed 
for  three  or  four  years,  in  order  to  give  it  time  to  stabilize  the 
mark  and  bring  about  the  revival  of  German  industry  and  trade. 
This  request  was  refused.  In  1923,  when  Germany  defaulted  her 
annual  payment,  French  and  Belgian  armies  occupied  the  Ruhr. 

The  French  occupation  of  this  district  led  to  collapse  of  the 
mark  and  complete  disorganization  of  German  economic  life  and 
so  made  it  impossible  for  Germany  to  pay  the  reparations  de¬ 
manded,  even  if  she  had  desired  to  do  so.  The  government 
adopted  a  policy  of  “passive  resistance.”  It  stopped  all  repara¬ 
tion  payments  and  ordered  the  inhabitants  of  the  Ruhr  district  to 
pay  no  taxes  or  customs  levied  by  the  French  authorities.  Thus 
in  1923  the  dispute  over  reparations  reached  a  complete  dead¬ 
lock.  France  refused  to  withdraw  from  the  Ruhr  until  Germany 
paid;  Germany  refused  to  pay  until  France  should  withdraw  from 
the  Ruhr. 

To  end  this  deadlock  an  international  committee  recommended 
the  Dawes  Plan  (1924),  which  provided  for  stabilization  of  the 
German  mark  by  a  foreign  loan  of  $200,000,000,  and  made  it  a 
condition  of  Germany’s  acceptance  of  the  plan  that  France  should 
withdraw  from  the  Ruhr.  German  payments  were  made  until 
1929,  and  in  that  year  the  total  amount  of  reparations  was  fixed, 
by  the  Young  Plan,  at  $27,000,000,000,  to  be  paid  over  a  period  of 
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fifty-nine  years.  However,  the  depression  of  the  years  following 
made  it  impossible  for  Germany  to  continue  her  payments,  and  in 
1932,  at  the  Lausanne  Conference,  the  powers,  although  retaining 
the  “principle”  of  reparations  from  Germany,  virtually  abandoned 
the  attempt  to  collect  them. 

Besides  the  question  of  reparations,  there  was  the  related  ques¬ 
tion  of  inter- Allied  war  debts.  During  the  war  a  great  deal  of 
money  was  loaned  by  the  United  States  to  allied  countries,  espe¬ 
cially  to  Great  Britain,  who  in  turn  made  large  loans  to  her  con¬ 
tinental  allies.  After  the  war  it  was  expected  that  German  repara¬ 
tion  payments  would  be  adequate  to  pay  off  these  debts.  But 
when  Germany  ceased  to  make  reparation  payments,  all  conti¬ 
nental  countries  except  Finland  virtually  ceased  to  pay  their  war 
debts.  Experience  in  attempting  to  collect  reparations  and  war 
debts  seems  to  indicate  that  wars,  as  they  are  now  fought,  have 
to  be  paid  for  by  all  the  parties  involved— the  victors  as  well  as 
the  vanquished. 

The  League  of  Nations:  What  it  did  to  preserve  the  peace.  The 

League  was  established  chiefly  to  prevent  war.  But  during  the 
years  from  1919  to  1929  it  was  occupied  with  several  questions  of 
international  importance  which  were  not  directly  concerned  with 
war.  One  of  these  was  the  financial  situation  in  Austria  and 
Hungary.  In  1922  the  Austrian  government  was  virtually  bank¬ 
rupt,  and  the  country  on  the  verge  of  revolution.  The  League 
made  a  careful  study  of  the  situation.  Arrangements  were  then 
made  by  which  Great  Britain  and  other  countries  agreed  to  loan 
Austria  $135,000,000,  on  condition  that  Austria  agree  to  place  her 
finances  under  the  temporary  control  of  a  committee  of  the 
League.  In  1926  the  committee  announced  that  the  necessary 
reforms  had  been  made,  and  bankruptcy  avoided.  In  1923  a 
similar  situation  arose  in  Hungary,  and  was  settled  in  the  same 
way. 

The  League  was  also  occupied  with  the  Saar  Valley,  the  free 
city  of  Danzig,  and  the  mandated  colonies,  which  the  Peace  Con¬ 
ference  placed  under  its  supervision.  The  mandated  colonies 
(p.  774)  were  divided  into  three  classes,  according  to  the  stage  of 
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civilization  to  which  they  were  supposed  to  have  attained,  and  the 
mandatory  countries  to  which  they  were  given  were  to  allow  them 
greater  or  less  freedom  according  to  the  class  to  which  they  be¬ 
longed.  Every  year  the  mandatory  countries  made  reports  on  their 
administration  of  the  colonies  assigned  to  them.  The  League  either 
approves  or  suggests  such  changes  as  it  may  think  wise.  The 
League  has  interfered  very  little  in  the  administration  of  the  man¬ 
dated  colonies,  but  it  is  in  a  position  to  know  whether  the  colonies 
are  being  properly  administered  and,  if  they  are  not,  to  make  the 
facts  known  to  the  world.  The  result  is  that  the  countries  which 
have  mandates  have  been  anxious  to  secure  the  approval  of  the 
League,  and  its  suggestions  have  generally  been  acted  upon  by 
the  countries  concerned. 

The  Saar  V alley  was  placed  under  the  sovereignty  of  the  League 
for  fifteen  years,  at  the  end  of  which  time  the  inhabitants  were  to 
decide  whether  the  Saar  should  be  united  to  France  or  to  Ger¬ 
many  (p.  772).  In  1920  the  League  created  a  Governing  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  Saar.  Unfortunately,  certain  members  of  the 
commission  were  influenced  by  pro-French  sympathies,  and  the 
government  was  not  at  all  satisfactory  to  the  inhabitants.  Dis¬ 
content  reached  its  height  in  1923,  when  the  French  occupied 
the  Ruhr.  The  League  made  an  investigation,  and  in  1924  ap¬ 
pointed  to  the  commission  members  who  were  more  impartial. 
Thereafter,  no  serious  complaints  were  made.  The  fifteen-year 
period  during  which  the  Saar  was  to  remain  under  the  League’s 
management  came  to  an  end  in  1935.  The  plebiscite  was  fixed 
for  January,  1935,  and  the  vote  was  almost  unanimously  in  favor 
of  union  with  Germany. 

In  order  to  give  Poland  a  seaport,  the  Peace  Conference  made 
Danzig  a  free,  self-governing  city,  but  gave  to  Poland  the  “free  use 
and  service  of  the  port.”  To  guarantee  this  arrangement,  the  city 
was  placed  under  the  protection  of  the  League  of  Nations.  The 
result  is  that  there  are  in  Danzig  three  distinct  authorities:  the 
city  government,  the  customs  commission,  and  the  high  com¬ 
missioner,  who  represents  the  League  of  Nations.  The  chief  duty 
of  the  high  commissioner  is  to  settle  disputes  arising  out  of  the 
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division  of  authority  between  the  city  government  and  the  cus¬ 
toms  commission.  Since  1920  many  such  disputes  have  been 
settled  by  the  parties  themselves,  under  the  mediation  of  the  high 
commissioner.  Others  have  been  referred  to  the  Council  of  the 
League,  and  at  least  one  was  of  sufficient  importance  to  be  referred 
to  the  World  Court.  Without  the  impartial  mediation  provided 
by  the  League  of  Nations,  the  peculiar  arrangement  made  for 
Danzig  would  probably  have  proved  unworkable. 

Article  XV  of  the  League  of  Nations  called  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Permanent  Court  of  International  Justice.  Such  a 
court,  commonly  called  the  World  Court,  was  established  by  the 
League  in  1921,  and  has  since  been  ratified  by  fifty-four  states.  It 
sits  at  the  Plague  in  Holland,  and  is  composed  of  judges  chosen  by 
the  League.  It  has  authority  to  decide  any  dispute  which  any  two 
or  more  states  may  submit  to  it.  This  is  called  its  'Voluntary 
jurisdiction/’  But  certain  states,  in  ratifying  the  World  Court, 
have  agreed  to  submit  all  legal  disputes  concerning  treaties,  ques¬ 
tions  of  international  law,  and  international  obligations,  and  to 
accept  the  decision  of  the  court  in  respect  to  such  disputes.  This 
is  called  the  “compulsory”  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  In  1930, 
twenty-five  of  the  fifty-four  states  that  had  ratified  the  World 
Court  had  accepted  this  “compulsory”  jurisdiction.  Of  these 
states  only  two— Great  Britain  and  Germany— were  great  powers. 

The  World  Court  is  not  to  be  confused  with  the  Hague  Tri¬ 
bunal  established  before  the  war  (p.  695).  The  Hague  Tribunal 
is  a  court  of  arbitration.  It  does  not  determine  whether  states 
submitting  disputes  to  it  have  violated  international  law  or  custom. 
It  merely  tries  to  find  a  settlement  that  the  two  states  will  agree 
to  accept.  The  World  Court  is  a  court  of  law.  It  decides  which 
of  two  states  in  a  dispute  has  violated  an  international  law,  or 
wrongly  interpreted  a  treaty,  or  failed  to  live  up  to  an  obligation. 
That  is  why  the  World  Court  is  of  far  greater  importance  than 
the  Hague  Tribunal.  For  the  first  time  in  history  many  “sovereign 
and  independent”  states  have  agreed  to  renounce  their  right  to 
interpret  international  law  as  they  please. 

The  League  was  able  to  settle  several  disputes  between  different 
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states— one  of  slight  importance  between  Yugoslavia  and  Albania, 
another  between  Great  Britain  and  Turkey.  More  serious  were 
disputes  between  Italy  and  Greece,  and  between  Greece  and  Bul¬ 
garia.  Either  of  these  might  have  led  to  war,  except  for  the 
measures  taken  by  the  League  to  settle  them  by  arbitration.  Since 
the  League  is  controlled  largely  by  the  great  powers,  it  naturally 
had  less  success  in  settling  disputes  between  the  great  states.  It 
could  do  nothing  to  prevent  Lrench  occupation  of  the  Ruhr, 
Japanese  invasion  of  China,  or  the  Italian  conquest  of  Ethiopia. 
The  League  has  no  power  of  its  own,  it  is  merely  a  means  by 
which  member  states  can  settle  their  disputes  if  they  wish. 

The  Peace  Conference  referred  to  the  League  the  general  ques¬ 
tion  of  disarmament  (p.  772).  Realizing  that  no  state  would  dis¬ 
arm  until  some  means  of  providing  it  with  “security”  against 
aggression  was  devised,  the  efforts  of  the  League  were  chiefly 
directed  to  finding  some  method  of  providing  security  as  a  step 
towards  disarmament. 

The  first  effort  to  provide  security  was  carried  out  in  1925  at 
Locarno.  Representatives  of  Trance,  Germany,  Belgium,  Great 
Britain,  Italy,  Poland,  and  Czechoslovakia  met  at  Locarno  in 
Switzerland  and  signed  what  are  known  as  the  Locarno  Treaties. 
The  essential  points  of  the  Locarno  Treaties  were:  (1)  Germany, 
Trance,  Belgium,  Great  Britain,  and  Italy  agreed  to  maintain  the 
existing  frontiers  between  Germany  and  Belgium,  and  between 
Germany  and  Trance;  (2)  Germany  and  Belgium,  and  Germany 
and  France  mutually  agreed  never  to  resort  to  war  with  each  other 
except  in  case  of  a  violation  of  the  Locarno  Treaties,  or  in  cases 
provided  for  by  the  Covenant  of  the  League  of  Nations. 

Encouraged  by  the  success  of  the  Locarno  Treaties,  Briand,  of 
France,  announced  in  the  newspapers  that  France  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  sign  with  the  United  States  an  agreement  to  “outlaw  war” 
between  the  two  countries.  The  American  secretary  of  state, 
Kellogg,  suggested  that  other  countries  be  invited  to  join  in  this 
measure.  The  result  was  that  in  1928  fifteen  states  signed  at  Paris 
what  is  known  as  the  Paris  Pact  (in  this  country  called  the  Kel¬ 
logg  Peace  Pact)  for  outlawing  war;  and  shortly  afterwards  thirty 


816 


INDUSTRIAL  REVOLUTION 


additional  states  subscribed  to  it.  The  Paris  Pact  is  a  solemn 
agreement  by  the  principal  states  of  the  world  to  “renounce  war 
as  an  instrument  of  national  policy.’7 

There  were,  however,  certain  “reservations”  which  were  under¬ 
stood,  although  not  incorporated  in  the  treaty.  One  was  the  right 
to  make  war  in  self-defense.  It  is  of  course  fairly  easy  for  any 
state  that  desires  to  make  war  to  claim  that  it  is  a  war  of  self- 
defense. 

The  Locarno  Treaties  and  the  Paris  Pact  were  designed  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  feeling  of  security,  which  is  necessary  before  any  state  will 
consent  to  reduce  its  armaments.  In  the  way  of  disarmament 
very  little  was  accomplished.  Two  naval  conferences  were  held, 
in  1921  at  Washington  and  in  1930  at  London,  in  which  France, 
Great  Britain,  Japan,  and  the  United  States  agreed  to  reduce  their 
construction  of  big  battleships  according  to  a  certain  ratio.  And 
in  1933  Great  Britain,  Italy,  Germany,  and  France  signed  the 
Four  Power  Pact  agreeing  to  work  for  disarmament  in  the  hope 
of  “strengthening  confidence  in  the  peace  of  Europe.”  The  hope 
was  a  vain  one. 

III.  The  Great  Depression  and  after,  1929— Dictatorships 

and  Wars 

The  Great  Depression:  How  it  strengthened  the  spirit  of  national¬ 
ism  and  conflict  among  nations.  The  period  immediately  following 
the  war  was  one  of  confusion  that  culminated  in  a  monetary  crisis 
in  France,  the  collapse  of  the  German  mark,  the  French  invasion 
of  the  Ruhr,  and  a  general  strike  in  England.  These  difficulties 
soon  passed;  the  franc  and  the  mark  were  stabilized,  France  with¬ 
drew  from  the  Ruhr,  and  Germany  began  to  make  reparations 
payments. 

The  five  years,  1924-1929,  appeared  to  be  for  most  nations  a 
time  of  recovery.  In  the  United  States,  especially,  it  was  a  period 
of  rising  prices  and  business  expansion.  Nearly  everyone  thought 
that  “normal”  conditions  had  returned,  and  many  predicted  a 
“new  era”  in  the  history  of  civilization,  a  time  when  everyone 
would  be  prosperous  and  poverty  would  be  a  thing  of  the  past. 
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Gendreau 

Packing  Eggs  in  a  Danish  Co-operative 

In  many  countries  of  Europe,  co-operatives  have  been  formed  for  the 
marketing  of  produce.  These  eggs  are  being  packed  for  export.  Not  being 
a  highly  industrialized  country,  Denmark  felt  the  depression  less  than  many 

countries. 

Then  very  suddenly,  in  October  and  November,  1929,  there 
occurred  a  great  “crash”’  in  the  New  York  stock  market.  People 
who  possessed  stocks  began  to  sell  them  because  they  felt  that  the 
value  of  the  stocks  was  as  high  as  it  ever  would  be.  When  every¬ 
one  was  selling,  the  price  fell,  and  of  course  as  the  price  fell  every¬ 
one  wanted  more  than  ever  to  sell.  On  the  nineteenth  of 
October,  16,419,000  shares  of  stock  were  sold— a  record  for  any 
one  day  in  the  history  of  the  stock  market.  After  this  frenzy  of 
selling,  stocks  formerly  listed  at  $400  could  be  had  for  $30.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  listed  value  of  stocks  in  the  United  States  was 
forty  billion  dollars  less  at  the  end  of  November  than  it  was  at 
the  beginning  of  October.  This  unprecedented  “crash’'  in  stock 
values  affected  virtually  all  European  countries,  ended  the  pros¬ 
perity  “boom,”  and  began  the  Great  Depression. 

How  did  the  stock  market  “crash”  bring  about  a  “depression”? 
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Somewhat  as  follows.  Millions  of  people  throughout  the  country, 
who  had  money  invested  in  stocks,  found  their  incomes  decreased 
or  wiped  out.  Having  less  money  to  spend  for  things,  people 
bought  less.  Since  there  was  less  demand,  manufacturers  cut 
down  production  and  laid  off  laborers.  Unemployed  laborers 
spent  less  money,  and  so  production  was  further  cut  down,  and 
more  laborers  were  laid  off.  The  number  of  unemployed  rose  to 
about  one  tenth  of  the  population,  probably  one  fourth  of  the 
working  population.  To  relieve  their  distress,  federal  and  state 
governments  raised  taxes;  people  who  paid  the  taxes  were  likely 
to  spend  less;  and  so  production  was  still  more  cut  down.  In¬ 
stead  of  putting  money  in  banks,  people  took  it  out;  banks  had  to 
call  in  their  loans.  People  who  were  forced  to  pay  the  money 
they  had  borrowed  were  pinched  or  even  ruined,  and  so  they  had 
less  money  to  spend  or  none.  Banks  began  to  fail;  people  who 
had  money  in  them  lost  it;  and  they  had  less  to  spend.  It  was  a 
“vicious  circle”:  the  less  money  people  spent,  the  more  produc¬ 
tion  was  cut  down,  the  more  production  was  cut,  the  less  money 
there  was  to  spend. 

It  would  not  have  been  so  bad  if  other  countries  had  been  pros¬ 
perous  and  eager  to  buy  American  manufactured  goods  and  farm 
products.  But  countries  are  so  interdependent  economically  that 
the  depression  affected  all  countries.  Every  country  wanted  to  sell 
abroad;  no  country  wanted  to  buy  much  abroad.  Germany,  for 
example,  needed  to  sell  goods  abroad  in  order  to  pay  reparations; 
but  during  the  depression  she  could  neither  sell  goods  abroad  nor 
borrow  money,  and  so  she  stopped  paying  reparations.  France 
and  other  countries,  getting  nothing  in  reparations,  ceased  to  pay 
interest  on  their  war  debts. 

This  collapse  of  values  and  dislocation  of  international  trade 
affected  the  international  exchange  value  of  national  currencies 
—the  pound,  the  dollar,  the  mark,  etc.  The  result  was  that  many 
countries  (England,  the  Scandinavian  countries,  and  the  United 
States)  “went  off  the  gold  standard,”  that  is,  these  countries  no 
longer  maintained  their  money  at  a  fixed  value  in  relation  to  gold 
or  to  foreign  money.  In  the  long  run  this  still  further  diminished 
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international  trade,  since  no  one  likes  to  sell  things  abroad  if  he 
has  to  accept  payment  in  money  changing  in  value  from  week  to 
week.  The  slowing  down  of  international  trade  only  increased  the 
depression  at  home. 

The  results  of  the  depression  were  different  in  different  coun¬ 
tries,  but  in  general  the  result  was  to  strengthen  the  spirit  of 
nationalism  and  of  international  rivalry.  Most  countries  felt  that 
the  chief  need  was  to  revive  industry  and  reduce  unemployment 
at  home.  They  therefore  increased  tariffs  and  bounties  to  aid 
their  own  business  men  and  to  avoid  competition  with  other 
countries.  Each  country  tried,  with  the  aid  of  its  colonies  if  it 
had  any,  to  become  more  or  less  self-sufficient  in  its  economic 
and  political  life.  If  it  had  no  colonies,  as  in  the  case  of  Italy 
and  Germany,  it  insisted  upon  getting  some.  Tariff  wars  and  the 
demand  for  colonies  led  to  international  fear  and  rivalry,  and  to 
rapid  increase  in  size  of  armies  and  navies. 

Thus  after  1929,  with  the  decline  of  prosperity,  the  trend  to¬ 
wards  dictatorships  and  international  conflict  became  more  marked 
than  at  any  time  since  the  Great  War.  The  most  important 
event  of  this  period  was  the  establishment  of  the  Nazi  regime  in 
Germany. 

Germany:  How  the  Republic  gave  way  to  the  Third  Reich  of 
Adolf  Hitler.  Germans  were  profoundly  humiliated  by  defeat  in 
the  war,  and  even  more  so  by  the  oppressive  terms  of  the  Treaty 
of  Versailles.  For  ten  years  they  endured  economic  distress,  the 
burden  of  reparations,  and  continuing  hostility  of  their  former 
enemies.  After  ten  years  the  total  amount  of  reparations  was  at 
last  fixed,  and  Germany  seemed  on  the  road  to  economic  recovery. 
Then  came  the  Great  Depression,  rapid  decline  of  industry  and 
commerce,  and  unemployment  for  some  six  million  people.  For 
the  younger  generation  especially,  which  had  grown  to  maturity 
during  the  hard  years  since  the  war,  there  was  little  to  look  for¬ 
ward  to.  The  Republic  seemed  a  failure— responsible  at  once  for 
economic  confusion  and  national  humiliation.  This  situation 
made  possible  the  rise  to  power  of  Adolf  Hitler. 

Hitler  was  an  Austrian  citizen,  who  had  tried  many  things  with- 
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Hitler  Addressing  the  Reichstag,  February  20,  1938 

Field  Marshal  Goering  is  presiding.  Hitler  is  in  the  front  row  of  benches 
at  the  left,  facing  the  assembly.  Note  that  most  members  wear  army 

uniforms. 

out  much  success  in  any  of  them.  A  sense  of  failure  disposed 
him  to  join  movements  in  opposition  to  the  established  author¬ 
ities.  He  played  a  theatrical  but  inglorious  part  in  the  futile 
“Beer-Hall”  revolution  in  Munich  in  1923.  He  became  an 
agitator,  winning  devoted  followers  by  denouncing  Communists, 
Jews,  the  German  Republic,  and  the  Treaty  of  Versailles.  He 
adopted  the  fantastic  theory  of  the  “pure”  German  Nordic  race, 
not  knowing  that  there  are  no  “pure”  races,  forgetting  that  only 
some  Germans  are  Nordics,  and  that  he  himself  was  certainly  not 
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one  of  them.  He  called  his  party  the  National  Socialists— those 
who  would  defend  Germany  against  the  outside  world,  and  pro¬ 
mote  the  interests  of  the  poor  against  the  rich. 

Hitler  was  a  convincing  orator,  both  because  of  his  profound 
belief  in  the  justice  of  his  crusade,  and  because  of  the  persuasive 
appeal  of  his  promises  and  the  emotional  effects  of  his  rhetoric. 
He  appealed  chiefly  to  middle  class  people  who  had  lost  their 
property,  farmers  who  could  not  sell  their  crops,  laborers  who  were 
unemployed,  young  men  for  whom  there  were  neither  jobs  nor 
careers,  and  all  Germans  who  felt  humiliated  by  the  loss  of  the 
war  and  the  drastic  provisions  of  the  Treaty  of  Versailles.  It  was 
well  known  that  Hitler’s  object  was  to  play  in  Germany  the  role  of 
Mussolini;  but  this  only  increased  his  following,  since  people  had 
so  lost  faith  in  the  Republic  that  they  were  willing  to  give  him  the 
chance.  In  1933  his  hold  on  the  people  was  such  that  he  was 
made  Chancellor,  and  on  April  1  the  Reichstag  abdicated  by  con¬ 
ferring  upon  him  and  his  cabinet  absolute  power  for  a  period  of 
four  years.  Thus  the  Nazi  State  or  Third  Reich  was  established 
in  Germany. 

Once  in  power,  Hitler  and  his  party  proceeded  to  "unify”  the 
German  people  in  thought  and  action.  The  German  word  is 
gleichgeschalten— literally  to  make  alike.  To  achieve  this  object, 
all  political  parties  except  the  National  Socialists  were  disbanded 
and  outlawed,  the  separate  states  (Prussia,  Bavaria,  Saxony,  etc.) 
which  composed  the  Republic  were  abolished,  freedom  of  the 
press  and  of  teaching  was  suppressed,  and  full  rights  of  citizenship 
were  denied  to  Jews  and  others  not  regarded  as  of  true  German  or 
"Aryan”  descent.  Many  Communists,  Socialists,  and  Jews  were 
deprived  of  their  property,  confined  in  concentration  camps,  or 
executed.  Many  of  the  foremost  German  writers  and  scholars, 
including  Albert  Einstein,  the  world’s  most  famous  mathemati¬ 
cian,  were  forced  into  exile.  The  newspapers,  schools  and  uni¬ 
versities,  and  the  publishers  of  books  were  strictly  supervised  by 
the  Ministry  of  Propaganda.  No  criticism  of  the  government  was 
permitted.  These  were  some  of  the  measures  employed  to  create 
a  "like-minded  and  like-acting  Germany.” 


NEW  WORLD  OF  TODAY 


823 


Wide  World  Photos 

Chancellor  Schuschnigg  and  His  Cabinet 
Following  the  Chancellor’s  meeting  with  Hitler  to  discuss  “anschluss,”  the 
Austrian  cabinet  consults  with  him  on  the  crisis  which,  in  a  week’s  time, 
led  to  invasion  of  Austria  by  Hitler’s  forces. 

The  more  specific  objects  of  the  new  regime  were  to  abolish 
unemployment,  to  restore  German  prestige  and  military  power 
by  obtaining  a  revision  of  the  Treaty  of  Versailles,  and  to  make 
Germany  the  dominant  power  in  central  and  southeastern  Europe. 

1.  Rearmament.  From  the  first  Hitler  began  secretly  to  increase 
the  army.  In  1935,  ignoring  the  provisions  of  the  Treaty  of 
Versailles,  he  announced  that  Germany  would  create  an  army  of 
about  600,000.  In  1936  the  German  army  occupied  the  territory 
along  the  Rhine  which  the  Treaty  of  Versailles  had  “de-milita- 
rized.”  In  1937  the  “war-guilt”  clause  of  the  treaty  was  officially 
repudiated.  By  1938  Germany  was  once  more  one  of  the  strongest 
military  states  in  Europe. 

2.  Revival  of  Industry.  To  solve  the  problem  of  unemployment, 
Hitler  adopted  the  socialistic  principle  that  “private  profit  as  a 
motive  for  economic  enterprise  is  superseded  by  the  common 
welfare.”  A  Four  Year  Plan  was  adopted  designed  to  make  Ger- 
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many  economically  self-sufficient.  Industry  and  foreign  commerce 
were  subject  to  strict  governmental  regulation,  prices  and  wages 
were  fixed,  profits  limited  by  law.  Taxes  were  increased,  and 
special  contributions  arbitrarily  exacted  from  banks,  insurance 
companies,  and  other  wealthy  corporations.  Billions  of  marks 
were  spent  to  carry  out  the  rearmament  program,  the  result  of 
which  was  to  stimulate  the  heavy  industries  and  decrease  unem¬ 
ployment.  In  1936  it  was  reported  that  unemployment  had  fallen 
from  six  to  one  and  a  half  million. 

3.  Foreign  policy.  Hitler  demanded,  as  a  need  and  a  right,  the 
return  of  Germany’s  former  colonies.  Entering  into  some  sort  of 
understanding  with  Mussolini  (the  so-called  "Berlin-Rome  axis”), 
he  announced  that  the  Germans  of  Czechoslovakia  must  be  freed 
from  alien  rule.  He  encouraged  and  assisted  the  Nazi  movement 
in  Austria.  In  March,  1938,  the  Austrian  government  announced 
a  plebiscite  to  determine  whether  the  Austrian  people  wished  to 
remain  independent  or  to  be  united  with  Germany.  To  prevent 
this  plebiscite,  Hitler  suddenly  marched  troops  into  Austria,  took 
charge  of  the  government,  and  announced  that  Austria  was  hence¬ 
forth  a  part  of  the  German  Reich.  This  event  created  the  most 
dangerous  crisis  in  Europe  since  the  Great  War.  Hitler  claimed 
that  Nazi  Germany  was  the  chief  defense  of  Europe  against  com¬ 
munism,  and  his  purpose  appeared  to  be  to  form  a  central  Euro¬ 
pean  ''block”  of  fascist  states,  consisting  of  Germany,  Italy, 
Poland,  and  Hungary,  against  the  Soviet  Union.  In  short,  having 
rearmed  Germany,  Hitler  revived  the  old  German  policy  of  a  < 
"drive  to  the  east.” 

Soviet  Russia:  The  Stalin  Regime,  1924-1938.  When  Lenin  died 

in  1924,  two  men  were  rivals  for  the  direction  of  Soviet  policy: 
Leon  Trotsky,  Kommissar  of  War,  and  Joseph  Stalin,  Secretary  of 
the  Communist  party.  Lenin  preferred  Trotsky  as  his  successor. 
He  said  that  Stalin  was  selfish,  brutal,  and  unreliable.  But  Stalin 
was  a  far  shrewder  politician  than  Trotsky,  and  by  1928  he  was 
strong  enough  to  expel  Trotsky  from  the  party  and  drive  him 
into  exile.  Since  that  time  Stalin  has  been  the  real  ruler  of 
Russia. 
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Stalin  and  Trotsky  differed  on  two  points  of  policy.  One  was 
whether  the  Soviet  Union  should  actively  support  the  communist 
revolution  in  all  countries.  Trotsky  believed  that  Communism 
could  not  be  established  successfully  in  one  country;  Stalin  be¬ 
lieved  that  it  could.  During  Stalin’s  regime  the  principle  of 
world  revolution  was  virtually  abandoned.  Instead  of  stirring  up 
revolution  in  other  countries,  Stalin  tried  to  win  their  good-will, 
to  obtain  loans,  to  secure  official  recognition,  to  enter  into  friendly 
understandings,  especially  with  democratic  countries  such  as 
France,  which  were  opposed  to  the  fascist  countries.  He  therefore 
urged  communists  in  other  countries  to  unite  with  socialist  and 
liberal  parties  in  a  “Popular  Front”  against  conservative  and  fascist 
parties.  In  short,  Russian  policy  abroad  ceased  to  be  revolution¬ 
ary  and  became  nationalist,  so  that  in  Russia  it  was  possible  for 
communists  to  love  the  Fatherland  without  betraying  the  Revolu¬ 
tion. 

The  other  point  of  difference  was  that  Trotsky  favored  the 
abolition  of  the  Nep  (p.  808)  and  a  return  to  the  policy  of  nation¬ 
alization  of  land  and  industry.  Stalin  at  first  opposed  this,  but, 
having  got  rid  of  Trotsky,  he  adopted  his  idea.  Gradually  private 
business,  permitted  by  the  Nep,  was  destroyed,  and  in  1929  the 
government  adopted  a  “Five-Year  Plan”  for  the  regulation  and 
speeding  up  of  production.  The  chief  object  of  the  plan  was  to 
create  “production  goods”— that  is,  machines  and  factories  for  the 
making  of  goods  to  be  consumed.  In  1934  a  second  Five-Year 
Plan  was  adopted,  with  emphasis  on  creating  consumption  goods. 
In  1938  a  third  Five-Year  Plan  was  adopted.  For  many  reasons, 
such  as  the  lack  of  technical  skill,  actual  production  did  not 
measure  up  to  the  plans,  although  by  juggling  figures  it  was  made 
to  appear  to  do  so.  At  the  end  of  the  first  five  years  the  Soviet 
Union  had  made  notable  advances  in  creating  industrial  equip¬ 
ment,  but  the  masses  of  people  were  living  in  poverty  and  desti¬ 
tution.  This  was  partly  the  result  of  resistance  of  peasants  to  the 
nationalization  of  the  land. 

In  1929-30  the  government  began  to  take  control  of  the  land 
in  order  to  increase  production  by  large-scale  farming  with  the 
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Sovfoto 

Youth  Day  in  Moscow 

These  boys  and  girls  are  members  of  a  sports  society.  Note  that  huge 
portraits  of  Lenin  and  Stalin  look  down  on  the  demonstration,  which  is  in¬ 
tended  to  increase  the  devotion  of  these  youths  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

most  scientific  equipment  and  methods.  First,  it  established  some 
large  state  farms  (Soukhozes) .  Aside  from  these  it  forced  the 
peasants  to  unite  their  small  farms  into  large  “co-operative”  farms 
( Kolhozes ).  In  this  way  private  property  was  virtually  abolished. 
Farms  were  managed  by  the  government;  peasants  were  virtually 
agricultural  wage  earners  employed  by  the  state. 

The  peasants  were  generally  opposed  to  these  measures.  Re¬ 
sistance  took  the  form  of  planting  only  enough  for  their  own 
needs,  and  slaughtering  their  cattle  to  prevent  them  from  being 
taken  by  the  government.  The  result  was  a  marked  decline  in 
production  of  grain  and  domestic  animals  in  1932,  and  in  1933  a 
disastrous  and  widespread  famine.  The  government  might  have 
relieved  the  famine  by  purchasing  food  abroad,  but  to  break  the 
resistance  of  the  peasants  it  preferred  to  let  them  starve.  It  is 
estimated  that  from  three  to  five  million  people  died.  Resistance 
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was  broken  also  by  herding  thousands  of  peasants  in  freight  cars 
and  carrying  them  off  to  work  under  forced  labor  in  Siberia  and 
elsewhere.  The  nationalization  of  the  land  was  thus  accom¬ 
plished,  but  with  a  brutality  and  cost  in  suffering  and  in  life  that 
has  no  parallel  in  modern  times. 

The  poverty  and  distress  of  the  years  1933-35  naturally  created 
discontent  and  criticism,  even  within  the  Communist  party,  if 
not  with  the  policies,  at  least  with  the  methods,  of  Stalin.  To 
speed  up  production,  workers  were  paid  according  to  their  skill 
or  industry.  The  idea  that  there  should  be  equality  of  income, 
Stalin  announced,  is  a  “petty  bourgeois  sentiment/’  Thus  there 
came  to  be  a  great  difference,  in  income  and  privileges,  between 
skilled  and  unskilled  workers.  Instead  of  the  “classless  society” 
there  appeared  under  new  forms  the  old  classes— rich,  well-to-do, 
and  poor,  ruling  and  subject  class,  the  powerful  and  the  helpless. 

Lenin  had  allowed  free  discussion  and  criticism  within  the  party 
as  to  party  policies;  but  under  Stalin  criticism  was  more  and  more 
suppressed.  Trotsky,  living  in  exile,  denounced  Stalin  for  having 
“betrayed  the  revolution,”  for  having  abandoned  the  ideals  of 
Marx  and  Lenin.  Many  “Old  Bolsheviks,”  who  had  been  asso¬ 
ciated  with  Lenin  and  Trotsky  in  the  early  years,  more  or  less 
sympathized  with  this  idea.  A  certain  anti-Stalin  movement  de¬ 
veloped.  It  was  perhaps  as  a  concession  to  discontent  that  Stalin 
promulgated  a  new  constitution,  in  form  more  democratic  than 
the  old  one,  which  was  adopted  by  popular  vote  in  1936.  But 
Stalin  himself  said  that  the  new  constitution  “leaves  unchanged 
the  leading  position  of  the  Communist  party.”  A  more  effective 
result  of  discontent  was  the  drastic  “purge”  of  the  Communist 
party.  In  1936-38  many  of  the  most  prominent  members,  mostly 
“Old  Bolsheviks,”  were  arrested,  forced  under  pressure  of  one  sort 
or  another  to  make  detailed  “confessions”  of  Trotskyism  and  fas¬ 
cist  conspiracy,  and  after  brief  trials  executed.  Some  thousands  of 
others  were  summarily  liquidated  without  trial. 

Twenty  years  after  the  revolution,  the  Soviet  government  had 
achieved  one  object  of  the  Marxian  socialist  program— the  nation¬ 
alization  of  land  and  industry.  Otherwise  it  had  so  far  failed.  The 
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Gendreau 

Mussolini  Stadium,  Rome 

Strenuous  athletic  training  is  part  of  the  program  for  boys  in  the  Fascist 
state.  Most  boys  enter  the  Balilla  at  seven. 


soviet  was  by  no  means  a  free,  classless  society  enjoying  an  equit¬ 
able  distribution  of  wealth.  It  was  in  no  sense  a  democratic 
society  governed  by  the  workers.  It  was  a  purely  arbitrary  and  a 
singularly  brutal  despotism  controlled,  like  the  fascist  states,  by  a 
man  and  a  small  party,  directing  the  lives  of  a  great  people  for 
ends  of  their  own. 

The  trend  towards  war.  During  the  years  following  1929  several 
events  greatly  increased  international  conflict  and  the  danger  of 
war.  One  of  these  was  the  rearmament  of  Germany  and  Hitler’s 
aggressive  policy  in  eastern  Europe.  The  others  were  the  Italian 
conquest  of  Ethiopia,  the  civil  war  in  Spain,  and  the  Japanese 
invasion  of  China. 

1.  Italian  conquest  of  Ethiopia,  1936.  Before  the  rise  of  Hitler, 
Mussolini  talked  more  belligerently  than  he  acted.  The  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  fascist  state  in  Germany  strengthened  his  position.  Like 
Hitler,  Mussolini  claimed  that  for  economic  reasons  Italy  needed 
colonies.  He  decided  that  Ethiopia,  adjoining  Italy’s  Somaliland, 
and  the  one  large  country  in  Africa  not  possessed  by  European 


NEW  WORLD  OF  TODAY 


829 


states,  was  essential  for  Italy’s  welfare.  Having  settled  some  dif¬ 
ficulties  with  France,  he  therefore  found  a  pretext  for  quarrel,  and 
in  October,  1935,  began  the  military  invasion  of  the  “backward 
country”  of  King  Hailie  Selassie. 

This  high-handed  action  created  a  diplomatic  crisis  in  Europe. 
France  and  England  were  strongly  opposed  to  Mussolini’s  project, 
England  especially  because  the  occupation  of  Ethiopia  might  en¬ 
danger  her  control  of  the  Red  Sea  and  the  route  to  India.  A 
British  naval  force  was  sent  to  the  Mediterranean.  Attempts  were 
made  to  buy  off  Mussolini  by  conceding  to  him  a  part  of  Ethiopia. 
Failing  in  this,  the  League  of  Nations,  for  the  first  time  in  its 
history,  applied  the  “economic  sanctions”  (p.  784).  Fifty  coun¬ 
tries  prohibited  importation  of  Italian  commodities,  and  the  export 
to  Italy  of  coal,  oil,  iron,  and  other  things.  In  spite  of  protests 
and  sanctions,  Mussolini  persisted.  In  May,  1936,  his  army  en¬ 
tered  the  capital,  Addis  Ababa,  and  Ethiopia  was  formally  annexed 
to  Italy.  England  and  France  accepted  the  accomplished  fact. 
But  in  England  it  was  felt  that  failure  to  check  Mussolini  was 
the  result  of  unpreparedness  for  war;  and  in  1937  the  government 
appropriated  some  seven  billion  dollars  for  strengthening  the  army 
and  navy  during  the  next  five  years. 

The  civil  war  in  Spain,  1936.  In  the  nineteenth  century  Spain, 
once  the  dominant  military  state  in  Europe,  gradually  ceased  to 
be  one  of  the  great  powers.  After  the  overthrow  of  the  Spanish 
monarchy  by  Napoleon  in  1808,  the  Spanish  colonies  in  South 
America  (and  Brazil,  which  belonged  to  Portugal)  revolted,  and 
by  1830  had  won  their  independence.  The  great  leader  of  this 
revolution  wras  Simon  Bolivar,  often  called  the  “George  Wash¬ 
ington  of  South  America.” 

Unlike  the  British  colonies  in  North  America,  the  Spanish  and 
Portuguese  colonies  did  not  form  a  United  States  of  South 
America.  In  1830  there  were  nine  independent  states.  Today  the 
chief  Latin  American  states  are  Venezuela,  Colombia,  Ecuador, 
Bolivia,  Chile,  Uruguay,  Argentina,  Brazil,  and  (in  Central  Amer¬ 
ica)  Mexico.  Inspired  by  the  principles  of  “liberty,  equality,  and 
fraternity,”  these  states  became  republics  (except  Brazil,  a  hered- 
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The  Countries  of  South  America 


itary  empire  until  1889).  But  democratic  institutions  did  not 
work  very  well  for  several  reasons,  the  chief  one  being  the  sharp 
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conflict  in  ideas  and  interests  between  the  educated  and  wealthy 
classes  (descended  from  the  first  Spanish  and  Portuguese  con¬ 
querors)  and  the  majority  of  people  (descended  from  the  native 
Indians)  who  were  mostly  illiterate  and  very  poor.  Revolutions 
were  therefore  frequent,  and  many  of  the  Latin  American  states, 
although  republics  in  form,  were  often  dictatorships  in  reality.  Of 
all  these  states,  the  best  governed  and  the  most  prosperous  were 
perhaps  Chile,  Argentina,  and  Brazil. 

Spain  itself,  besides  losing  her  colonies,  was  further  weakened 
by  repeated  revolutions  and  changes  of  government.  Revolutions 
occurred  in  1820,  1833,  1868,  1923,  and  1931.  The  government 
was  a  constitutional  monarchy,  in  form  but  not  always  in  reality, 
until  1873;  then  a  republic  until  1875;  then  a  constitutional 
monarchy  until  1923;  then  a  dictatorship  until  1931;  then  a  re¬ 
public  once  more.  These  frequent  changes  were  the  result  of 
many  things,  but  in  recent  years  the  chief  cause  of  disturbance 
has  been  the  bitter  conflict  between  the  powerful  and  wealthy 
aristocracy  and  the  mass  of  people.  The  aristocracy  consists  of 
families  who  own  the  great  landed  estates,  supported  by  the 
Church,  the  army,  and  the  big  business  interests.  The  great 
majority  of  the  people,  peasants  and  workers,  are  mostly  illiterate 
and  desperately  poor. 

In  1931  the  dictatorship  of  Primo  de  Rivera  was  overthrown, 
and  a  democratic  republic  established.  There  followed  a  bitter 
struggle  between  the  conservative  parties  of  the  Right  (represent¬ 
ing  the  great  landowners,  the  Church,  and  the  army)  and  the 
liberal  and  radical  parties  of  the  Left  (representing  the  lower  mid¬ 
dle  classes,  the  intellectuals,  the  peasants  and  workers).  In  the 
elections  of  1936  the  Left  parties  gained  control  of  the  govern¬ 
ment,  and  initiated  a  drastic  socialistic  program  designed  to  limit 
the  privileges  of  the  Church,  break  up  the  great  estates,  and  make 
a  more  equitable  distribution  of  wealth  among  the  people.  The 
elections  were  followed  by  strikes,  seizure  of  land  by  the  peasants, 
and  sporadic  fighting  in  many  places.  The  army  threatened  to 
take  control,  and  some  regiments  started  a  rebellion  against  the 
government.  Thus  the  civil  war  began  (July,  1936). 
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Civil  War  in  Spain 

This  huge  poster  in  the  Puerta  de  Sol,  Madrid,  urges  civilians  to  leave  the 
city  in  order  to  reduce  the  number  of  deaths  likely  to  result  from  the  raids 

of  General  Franco’s  bombers. 

About  90  per  cent  of  the  officers  and  two  thirds  of  the  soldiers 
joined  the  rebellion  under  the  lead  of  General  Franco.  The  Rebels 
had  the  support  of  the  great  landowners,  most  of  the  clergy,  and 
the  big  business  interests.  The  government  was  supported  by  the 
remnant  of  the  army,  the  “shock  police,7’  the  civil  guards,  the  air 
force  and  the  navy,  and  the  majority  of  the  people  (Loyalists). 
As  the  war  developed,  many  prominent  middle  class  liberal 
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leaders  virtually  withdrew,  leaving  the  direction  of  the  Loyalist 
cause  to  the  radical  parties— Socialists,  Communists,  Syndicalists, 
and  Anarchists.  Meantime,  the  Rebels  were  weakened  by  con¬ 
flicting  aims.  In  September  General  Franco  declared  for  a  fascist 
state,  the  breakup  of  the  great  estates,  and  anti-clerical  measures. 
This  was  designed  to  win  popular  support,  but  it  displeased  the 
landowners  and  the  clergy,  who  declared  for  restoration  of  the 
monarchy. 

In  itself  the  civil  war  would  have  been  only  another  Spanish 
civil  war,  of  little  interest  to  the  outside  world.  But  it  was  at 
once  regarded  as  a  crucial  struggle  between  the  irreconcilable 
principles  of  communism  and  fascism  in  Europe.  The  Soviet 
Union  sent  aid  to  the  Loyalists;  Italy  and  Germany  to  the  Rebels; 
people  in  the  democratic  countries  were  divided,  some  thinking 
communism,  some  thinking  fascism  the  greater  danger.  Further¬ 
more  Italy  and  Germany  wished  to  secure  control  of  the  mineral 
resources  in  Spain.  By  the  end  of  1936  it  was  estimated  that  there 
were  50,000  foreigners  of  twelve  nationalities  fighting  in  Spain: 
for  the  Rebels  30,000,  mostly  Germans,  Italians,  and  Portuguese; 
for  the  Loyalists  20,000,  chiefly  Russians,  French,  English,  and 
Americans. 

Thus  the  war  developed,  desperate,  ruthless,  barbaric  on  both 
sides.  The  Rebels,  having  the  advantage  of  a  trained  army  and 
equipment  sent  from  Italy  and  Germany,  gained  control  of  the 
western  two  thirds  of  Spain.  In  spite  of  heroic  resistance  by  the 
Loyalists,  the  Rebel  armies  pushed  on  until,  in  1938,  they  reached 
the  eastern  coast  and  thus  divided  the  Loyalist  forces.  In  January, 
1939,  the  Rebels  took  Barcelona,  and  with  the  surrender  of 
Madrid  on  March  28,  1939,  the  long  civil  war  ended,  with  vic¬ 
tory  for  General  Franco. 

Japanese  invasion  of  China,  1936.  After  the  Boxer  Rebellion 
(p.  689)  there  developed  a  reform  movement  in  China,  the  object 
of  which  was  to  establish  a  government  strong  enough  to  defend 
the  country  against  the  aggressions  of  foreign  states.  The  result 
was  the  overthrow  of  the  ancient  Manchu  monarchy  and  the 
creation  of  the  Chinese  Republic  (1912).  But  the  new  form  of 


834 


INDUSTRIAL  REVOLUTION 


government  proved  scarcely  more  efficient  than  the  old.  China 
is  an  immense  country,  without  adequate  means  of  transporta¬ 
tion,  inhabited  by  people  of  diverse  languages,  with  little  sense 
of  national  unity,  and  little  inclination  or  talent  for  acquiring 
western  scientific  methods  in  industrial  and  military  organization. 
China  therefore  continued  to  be  an  easy  prey  for  aggressive  states; 
and  during  and  after  the  Great  War,  when  European  powers  were 
fully  occupied  with  their  own  difficulties,  there  was  nothing  to 
prevent  the  Japanese  from  continuing  their  former  policy  of  ex¬ 
ploiting  their  rich  but  helpless  neighbor. 

Japan  is  a  small  country,  densely  populated,  without  adequate 
resources  for  the  industrial  civilization  which  it  has  created.  More 
than  most  countries  it  can  reasonably  claim  a  need  for  additional 
territory  for  economic  expansion.  Under  the  forms  of  a  consti¬ 
tutional  monarchy,  Japan  is  governed  by  the  educated  and  wealthy 
upper  classes,  and  in  no  other  country  does  the  army  exercise  so 
great  a  control  over  the  policies  of  the  civil  government.  The 
ruling  classes,  and  especially  the  army,  are  convinced,  not  only 
that  Japan  for  economic  reasons  needs  additional  territory,  but 
that  it  is  the  divine  mission  of  Japan  to  spread  its  civilization 
throughout  the  Far  East.  This  combination  of  economic  need 
and  mystical  faith  in  their  country’s  mission  explains  the  direct 
and  ruthless  and  apparently  cynical  methods  which  the  Japanese 
employ  in  their  relations  with  the  Chinese. 

After  the  Russo-Japanese  war  (p.  691)  Japan  gained  control  of 
Korea  (Chosen,  annexed  in  1910)  and  certain  rights  in  the  Chinese 
province  of  Manchuria.  In  1931  Manchuria  was  virtually  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Chinese  "war  lord,”  Marshal  Chang,  who  was 
hostile  to  the  Japanese  industrial  and  commercial  activities  in  the 
province.  Encouraged  by  a  division  between  the  Chinese  authori¬ 
ties  of  Canton  and  Nanking,  the  Japanese  made  a  conquest  of 
Manchuria  and  set  up  there  a  puppet  state  of  Manchukuo  under 
the  nominal  rule  of  the  former  boy  emperor  of  China,  Hsuan 
Tung.  The  European  powers  protested,  and  in  1933  the  League 
of  Nations  declared  Japan  an  aggressor  nation.  Japan  thereupon 
announced  its  withdrawal  from  the  League.  In  1934  it  pro- 
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Modern  Department  Stores  in  Osaka,  Japan 

claimed  Manchukuo  an  independent  state  under  Hsuan  Tung  as 
emperor,  and  declared  that  Japan  assumed  ''exclusive  responsibility 
for  the  maintenance  of  peace  in  the  Far  East/'  Having  estab¬ 
lished  its  power  in  Manchukuo,  it  was  prepared  for  further  "pene¬ 
tration”  of  northern  China.  , 

Japan  had  little  to  fear  from  European  powers.  The  Soviet 
Union  was  fully  occupied  at  home  with  the  problem  of  industrial 
and  social  reform.  Germany  and  Italy  tacitly  supported  Japan  as 
a  fascist  state.  England  and  France  were  occupied  by  the  dif¬ 
ficulties  arising  from  the  Italian  conquest  of  Ethiopia  and  the 
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civil  war  in  Spain.  The  Japanese  penetration  of  China  was  never¬ 
theless  temporarily  checked  in  1935-1936  by  opposition  of  the 
moderate  and  liberal  parties  at  home.  It  was  widely  felt  that  the 
policy  in  China,  while  justified,  was  being  carried  out  too  rapidly 
and  ruthlessly  by  the  army  without  regard  to  the  wishes  of  the 
people  or  the  civil  government.  Liberal  opposition  led  to  a 
mutiny  of  the  troops  at  Tokyo  with  the  object  of  establishing  a 
military  fascist  state.  The  mutiny  was  suppressed,  martial  law 
declared,  and  the  leaders  of  the  mutiny  punished. 
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In  spite  of  this  check,  Japanese  policy  in  China  was  not 
changed.  In  1937,  without  declaring  war,  the  conquest  of  China 
which  began  with  the  conquest  of  Manchukuo  was  resumed.  One 
army  operated  on  the  lower  Yangtze  Kiang,  the  other  north  of  the 
Yellow  (Hwang)  River.  So  large  a  country  as  China  could  not  of 
course  be  occupied  by  any  number  of  armies.  The  object  appar¬ 
ently  was  to  take  possession  of  the  chief  cities  and  ports  on  the 
coast,  and  to  control  the  main  highways  and  railways  and  strategic 
points  of  the  adjacent  interior.  By  the  winter  of  1937  the  Japanese 
seemed  in  a  fair  way  to  accomplish  their  purpose.  They  were 
in  possession  of  Shanghai,  the  richest  city  in  China,  and  Nanking, 
the  capital,  both  on  the  lower  Yangtze  Kiang;  of  the  principal 
port  cities  north  of  Shanghai;  of  Peiping  (Peking)  the  former 
capital;  and  of  the  main  highways  and  railroads  north  of  the 
Yellow  River.  In  1939,  after  several  reverses,  they  finally  took 
Hangchow,  and  the  highly  important  railroad  center,  Hankow. 
With  the  conquest  of  Canton,  the  Chinese  armies  lost  all  con¬ 
tact  with  the  coast,  and  retired  to  the  interior  to  continue  the  war 
as  best  they  could. 

The  international  situation,  1939.  Like  the  Italian  conquest  of 
Ethiopia  and  the  Spanish  civil  war,  the  Japanese  invasion  of 
China  intensified  international  friction  throughout  the  world :  Ger¬ 
many  and  Italy  were  friendly  to  Japan,  the  democratic  countries 
and  Russia  were  hostile.  The  great  powers  were  divided,  more 
sharply  than  at  any  time  since  the  Great  War,  into  two  hostile 
groups:  on  the  one  side  Germany,  Italy,  and  Japan;  on  the  other 
France,  England,  the  United  States,  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

On  two  occasions  in  1938  and  1939  Europe  was  brought  to  the 
verge  of  war  by  further  aggressions  of  Germany.  In  September, 
1938,  Hitler  threatened  to  march  into  Czechoslovakia  unless  the 
“Sudeten”  lands  (territory  subject  to  Czechoslovakia  but  in¬ 
habited  by  German-speaking  people)  were  ceded  to  Germany. 
Great  Britain  and  France,  in  order  to  avoid  the  risk  of  war,  ad¬ 
vised  the  Czech  government  to  yield.  Since  it  was  useless  to 
resist  without  the  aid  of  France  at  least,  the  Czech  government 
submitted,  and  the  Sudeten  lands,  which  included  the  frontier 
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defenses  of  Czechoslovakia  against  Germany  and  were  rich  in 
mineral  resources,  were  added  to  the  German  Empire.  Hitler 
promised  at  the  time  that  he  would  never  demand  for  Germany 
any  territory  not  inhabited  by  Germans.  The  promise  was  soon 
broken.  In  March,  1939,  he  advised  the  Slovaks,  who  had  some 
grievances  against  the  Czechs,  to  declare  their  independence. 
Sure  of  German  support,  the  Slovaks  declared  their  independence, 
and  Hitler  then  conquered  and  annexed  to  Germany  the  Czech 
country  of  Bohemia  and  most  of  Moravia.  At  the  same  time  he 
demanded  from  Rumania  extensive  economic  concessions,  and 
from  Poland  the  cession  of  part  of  the  Polish  Corridor  and  the 
Free  City  of  Danzig. 

The  result  of  these  aggressions  was  a  marked  change  in  British 
and  French  policy.  Realizing  at  last  that  the  promises  of  Hitler 
were  worthless,  both  governments  agreed  with  Poland  to  aid  her 
with  all  their  forces  if  she  found  it  necessary  to  resist  Germany 
by  means  of  war.  They  then  began  negotiations  with  Greece, 
Rumania,  and  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  effort  to  create  a  grand 
alliance  against  Germany,  Italy,  and  Japan.  Britain  and  France 
speeded  up  their  military  and  naval  programs,  and  in  April  Great 
Britain  adopted,  for  the  first  time  in  her  history,  a  policy  of  mili¬ 
tary  conscription.  It  seemed  that  any  further  aggression  by  Ger¬ 
many  would  result  in  a  European  war.  However,  the  people  of 
Germany  are  strongly  opposed  to  a  general  European  war,  partly 
because  many  of  them  realize  that  Germany  is  not  economically 
prepared  for  it.  The  vital  question  today  (1939)  is  whether  the 
desire  of  the  German  people  for  peace,  together  with  the  more 
vigorous  policy  of  France  and  Great  Britain,  will  be  sufficient  to 
restrain  the  dictators. 
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Questions  for  Individual  Work  or  Group  Discussion 

1.  Give  an  account  of  the  extension  of  self-government  in  the 
British  Empire  since  the  war.  What  effect  did  the  war  have 
on  democracy  in  England?  France?  the  small  democratic 
countries? 

2.  What  was  the  Weimar  assembly?  How  did  the  German 
constitution  resemble  that  of  the  United  States?  Was  it  more 
or  less  democratic?  What  provisions  in  it  were  "socialistic”? 
What  effects  did  the  fall  of  the  mark  have  in  Germany?  How 
was  the  mark  stabilized?  How  did  economic  conditions  make 
the  Republic  unpopular? 

3.  Why  did  the  Italian  government  become  unpopular  after  the 
war?  Why  was  the  Fascist  Society  popular?  How  did  Musso¬ 
lini  use  the  Fascist  party  to  get  control  of  the  government? 
How  did  he  end  the  conflict  between  labor  and  capital?  How 
did  he  make  peace  with  the  Pope?  How  does  the  totalitarian 
state  in  Italy  differ  from  a  democratic  state? 

4.  How  did  the  Bolshevist  party  gain  control  of  Russia?  What 
was  the  Cheka?  What  ideas  of  Marx  did  Lenin  adopt?  How 
did  the  Constitution  of  1918  differ  from  that  of  the  United 
States? 

5.  What  is  meant  by  "nationalization”  of  land  and  industry? 
What  was  the  Nep?  Why  was  it  adopted?  What  did  the 
soviet  government  do  to  improve  education  in  Russia?  What 
is  taught  in  Russian  schools  that  is  not  taught  in  our  schools? 
Why  is  the  soviet  government  hostile  to  religion? 

6.  Why  did  the  French  occupy  the  Ruhr?  Why  was  Germany 
made  to  pay  reparations?  What  were  the  "war  debts”? 
What  was  the  connection  between  reparations  and  war  debts? 
Why  were  neither  reparations  nor  war  debts  paid? 

7.  What  important  things  did  the  League  of  Nations  do  between 
1919  and  1929?  What  is  the  World.  Court?  What  is  its 
"voluntary”  and  its  "compulsory”  jurisdiction?  What  great 
states  accepted  "compulsory”  jurisdiction?  How  does  the 
World  Court  differ  from  the  Hague  Tribunal? 

8.  What  was  done  to  bring  about  disarmament?  What  efforts 
were  made  to  establish  means  of  preserving  peace?  What  was 
the  purpose  of  the  Locarno  treaties?  Who  started  the  move- 
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ment  to  “outlaw  war”?  What  was  the  Paris  Pact?  the  Four 
Power  Pact? 

9.  What  is  meant  by  the  “Great  Depression”?  Why  did  the 
stock  market  crash  bring  about  depression?  Why  did  govern¬ 
ments  go  off  the  gold  standard?  Why  did  the  depression 
strengthen  the  spirit  of  nationalism? 

10.  Why  did  the  depression  make  the  German  Republic  more 
unpopular  than  ever?  How  did  Hitler  manage  to  overthrow 
the  Republic?  What  is  the  “Nazi”  party?  How  did  Hitler 
“unify”  the  German  people?  How  did  he  make  Germany  a 
strong  European  state  again?  How  did  he  undertake  to  make 
Germany  self-sufficient?  What  imperialistic  policy  did  he  pro¬ 
pose? 

11.  Why  was  Trotsky  exiled  from  Russia?  What  change  did 
Stalin  make  in  the  policy  of  the  soviet  government?  How  did 
Stalin  break  the  resistance  of  the  peasants?  Why  did  Trotsky 
think  Stalin  had  betrayed  the  revolution? 

12.  What  efforts  were  made  to  prevent  Mussolini  from  conquer¬ 
ing  Ethiopia?  What  effect  did  this  war  have  on  the  policy 
of  the  English  government? 

13.  How  did  Spain  lose  her  colonies?  What  class  conflict  caused 
revolutions  in  Spain?  What  classes  supported  the  rebellion 
against  the  Republic  in  1936?  Why  did  Russia,  Italy,  and 
Germany  take  part  in  the  Spanish  Civil  War? 

14.  Why  did  Japan  wish  to  conquer  territory  in  China?  What 
part  of  China  did  Japan  annex  and  what  part  did  she  con¬ 
quer  and  control  by  setting  up  a  dependent  state?  How  have 
the  Japanese  continued  the  conquest  of  China? 

15.  Why  was  the  danger  of  another  world  war  greater  in  1938 
than  at  any  time  since  the  Great  War? 


For  Reports  and  Notebooks 

1.  New  words  and  names  for  your  vocabulary. 


Sinn  Fein 

Mahatma 

Reichsmark 

totalitarian 

U.S.S.R. 


classless  society 
Nazi 

Third  Reich 
g  leichgeschalten 
Popular  Front 


purge 

economic  sanctions 
“war  lord” 
“penetration” 
soviet 
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2.  Make  a  study  of  the  success  and  failure  of  democracy  since 
the  Great  War.  Write  careful  answers  to  the  following  ques¬ 
tions. 

(a)  What  countries  which  were  democratic  before  the  war 
are  still  democratic? 

(b)  What  countries,  which  had  not  been  democratic  before, 
adopted  democratic  government  after  the  war? 

(c)  What  countries  have  abandoned  democratic  government? 

(d)  Are  there  now  more  or  fewer  countries  which  have  demo¬ 
cratic  government  than  before  the  war? 

(e)  What  reasons  can  you  find  to  indicate  that  peoples  be¬ 
come  democratic  slowly  and  need  democratic  experience  to 
keep  democratic  government? 

3.  Review  what  you  have  learned  about  the  Social  Conflict  be¬ 
fore  the  war.  Then  write  a  summary  of  the  Social  Conflict 
since  the  war.  List  all  revolutionary  or  governmental  efforts 
to  regulate  or  control  the  capitalist  class  or  to  benefit  the 
working  class. 

4.  Be  prepared  to  discuss  the  effects  of  the  Great  Depression  on 
nationalism  and  democracy. 

5.  Write  a  careful  summary  of  the  conflicts  of  interests  and 
ideas  which  threaten  to  precipitate  another  great  war.  Can 
you  explain  why  some  people  seem  to  be  as  ready  to  fight  for 
Fascism,  or  Communism,  as  others  are  ready  to  fight  for 
Democracy? 
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Life.  M.  Goldsmith  and  F.  Voigt,  Hindenburg:  The  Man  and 
the  Legend.  H.  H.  Tiltman,  Life  of  Ramsay  MacDonald.  M. 

G.  Hamilton,  Ramsay  MacDonald.  Marie  of  Russia,  Education 
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For  keeping  abreast  of  the  history  of  the  world  month  by  month, 
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an  excellent  periodical  is  Current  History.  Systematically  arranged 
information  about  all  the  countries  of  the  world  is  published  each 
year  in  the  following  manuals:  World  Almanac;  Statesman  s  Year 
Book;  International  Year  Book;  American  Year  Book. 

LARGE  FACTS  TO  REMEMBER  ABOUT  UNIT  V 

1.  Science  and  invention.  After  1875  the  Age  of  Industrial 
Revolution  succeeds  the  Age  of  Political  Revolution.  The 
Industrial  Revolution  is  the  result  of  science  and  invention  and 
the  increasing  use  of  machines. 

2.  Social  conflict  and  legislation.  The  Industrial  Revolution 
gives  rise  to  conflict  between  employing  and  working  classes, 
which  leads  to  socialism  and  the  social  conflict  in  each  indus¬ 
trial  country.  Social  conflict  and  social  legislation  in  three 
chief  countries — Germany,  France,  England. 

3.  Exploitation  of  backward  countries.  The  Industrial  Revolu¬ 
tion  leads  to  demand  for  raw  materials,  markets,  and  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  invest  capital.  The  result  is  the  rapid  partition  of 
Africa  and  the  exploitation  of  Asia.  This  in  turn  leads  to 
a  series  of  colonial  wars,  1898-1905. 

4.  Alliances,  crises ,  and  the  Great  War.  Colonial  expansion  and 
colonial  wars  result  in  formation  of  Triple  Entente.  Con¬ 
flict  of  the  two  alliances,  Triple  Entente  and  Triple  Alliance, 
results  in  diplomatic  crises  leading  to  the  Great  War,  1905- 
1914. 

5.  Results  of  the  Great  War.  The  destruction  of  four  empires 
in  eastern  Europe,  the  creation  of  many  new  republics,  some 
of  which  become  virtual  dictatorships,  the  Soviet  regime  in 
Russia,  the  Fascist  regime  in  Italy,  the  Nazi  Third  Reich  in 
Germany,  the  League  of  Nations,  the  Great  Depression. 
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Aachen  (a 'ken),  798 

Abacus,  228-230 

Abeken,  533 

Abelard,  261,  262,  264 

Abolition  of  Poverty,  Napoleon  III,  477 

Abraham,  219 

Abu  Bekr,  221 

Achaea,  94,  846;  Achaean  League,  152 

Acropolis,  83,  102,  104,  107,  facing  p.  128 

Actium,  battle  of,  166,  168 

Addis  Ababa,  829,  857 

Addison,  307 

Adrianople,  200,  200 

Advancement  of  Learning,  Francis  Bacon, 

313 

Advocate  of  Peace,  455 
Aegean  civilization,  73-75 
Aegina,  88,  846 
Aeneas  and  Aeneid,  133,  269 
Aeschylus,  1 09-1 10,  112 
Afghanistan,  665,  684,  862 
Africa,  857:  early  men  in,  9,  12;  Cartha¬ 
ginians,  140;  Romans,  145-146;  Arab 
conquest,  223;  partition  of,  665;  Leopold 
in  Belgian  Congo,  669  ff. ;  British  in 
South  Africa,  671  fL;  British  in  Egypt, 
674  ff.,  790-791;  Morocco  crises,  717  ff. 
Agadir  (a'ga-der'),  719,  857 
Agriculture,  beginning  of,  13,  14;  in  ancient 
civilizations,  42,  49;  Greek,  81,  83;  Ro¬ 
man,  161;  Arab,  224;  medieval,  208-2x0; 
18th  century,  337  fL;  19th  century,  587- 
588 

Ah-riman,  62 
Aids,  feudal,  210,  248 
Akkad  and  Akkadians,  40 
Alaric,  200 

Albania,  723,  725,  743,  753,  861 
Alcibiades,  95,  117,  118 
Alexander  the  Great,  63,  96,  121,  126,  131, 
146-149 

Alexander  I,  Tsar  of  Russia  (1801-1825), 
417-419,  424,  435 

Alexander  II,  Tsar  (1855-1881),  496,  551- 
553,  555 

Alexander  III,  Tsar  (1881-1894),  555 
Alexandria,  149,  170,  172,  223,  240,  289, 
293,  403,  675,  678,  849,  857 
Algebra,  228 

Algeciras  (al'jg-se'ras),  718 
Algeria,  13,  857 
Alhambra,  227 
Allah,  220 

Alliances,  military,  in  18th  century,  300- 
303;  Franco- American,  359;  Napoleon 
and  Alexander,  417;  against  France 
(1815),  437;  Austro-German  Dual  (1879), 


702;  Triple  Alliance,  702  ff.;  Triple  En¬ 
tente,  705  ff.  See  Coalitions 
Allies,  Roman,  138,  143,  145 
All-Russian  Congress,  805 
Alphabet,  20-21,  56,  77 
Alsace-Lorraine  (al-sas'16-ran'),  516,  536- 
539,  748,  753,  762,  770,  772,  852 
America,  12,  67,  290,  291  ff.,  297,  303,  307, 
361,  550-551,  562,  564,  683-687,  745,  752, 
754-755,  760,  816-820,  829-831 
Amiens,  Peace  of,  407 
Anarchism,  616  ff. 

Anaxagoras,  116 

Angles  and  Saxons,  200,  207,  249,  250 

Anglican  Church,  447.  See  English  Church 

Anglo-Indian  Conference,  791 

Ankara  (ang'ha-ra),  794,  861,  862 

Annuncio  (an-noon'dzS-o),  77 3 

Anthropology,  5,  6,  9,  xi,  12,  13.  26 

Antioch,  168,  172,  239,  240,  242,  849 

Antiseptic,  surgery,  586 

Antitoxin,  587 

Antoiifnus  PiuS,  167 

Antony,  Mark,  166 

Antwerp,  240,  242,  850 

Apollo,  77,  79,  89,  182 

Appian  Way,  139 

Aquinas,  Thomas,  264-265,  269,  273 
Arabia,  40,  217  ff.,  223,  774,  845,  862 
Arabian  Nights,  227 

Arabs  (Bedouins),  196,  conquests,  208,  215, 
217,  221-224;  character,  317-218.  See 
Moslem  civilization 
Aragon,  kingdom  of,  245,  252 
Arbitration,  478,  693,  783,  784 
Archimedes,  149,  150,  151,  202 
Archaeologist,  4,  13,  45 
Architecture,  beginning  of,  14;  Sumerian, 
39,  42;  Egyptian,  45,  46,  50;  Assyrian,  58, 
59;  Aegean,  73;  Greek,  82,  101-105,  149; 
Roman,  133,  172,  173,  202;  Arab,  227; 
Gothic,  269-273;  Renaissance,  304;  Paris, 

348-349 

Argentina,  829,  830 
Argolis,  94 
Ariosto,  306 
Aristides,  84,  85 

Aristocracies,  43,  51,  52,  81-83,  123,  134, 
158-162,  170,  176-177,  208-211,  250,  286- 
287,  299-300,  336,  337,  340-342,  347,  350, 
353,  446,  509,  55L  552 
Aristophanes,  109,  111-112 
Aristotle,  26,  55,  83,  121-125,  183,  202,  262, 
264 

Arithmetic,  228  ff. 

Armada,  Spanish,  297 

Art,  Cro-Magnon,  1,  9-1 1;  Babylonian,  39, 
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42;  Egyptian,  47,  51,  53;  Sumerian,  39; 
Assyrian,  58;  Aegean,  73-74;  Greek,  76, 
84,  92,  101-107,  149, 181;  Roman,  71,  161, 
163,  17 1,  176,  179,  202;  medieval,  193, 
213,  243,  244,  246,  255,  265,  269-273; 
Moslem,  224,  226,  227;  Renaissance,  305, 
306;  later  illustrations,  324,  349,  351, 
352,  391,  405,  406,  417 ,  42 3,  427,  443,  445, 
457,  472,  481,  490,  494,  524,  531,  534,  5^3, 
634,  710,  749,  779;  modern  art,  facing  pp. 
768,  801 

Artillery,  in  Great  War,  749,  750,  752 
Aryan,  race,  n,  61,  822;  language,  33 
Asia,  early  men  in,  9;  races  of,  12;  our 
civilization  from  western,  32-33;  Euro¬ 
pean  expansion  in,  148,  239,  290,  665,  669, 
678  ff.,  684-685,  836,  862-863 
Asia  Minor,  7 3,  75,  144,  146,  147,  148,  152, 
165,  168,  196,  201,  215,  223,  684,  845,  847 
Asquith,  Herbert,  652,  656,  790 
Assurbanipal,  58,  59 
Assyrians,  56,  57-60,  204 
Athena,  77,  102,  105,  182 
Athens,  846,  and  Athenians,  63,  77;  early 
development,  83-85;  Persian  War,  85-89; 
empire,  89,  90;  Peloponnesian  War,  94-96; 
trade  and  industry,  83,  92,  93;  art,  76,  91, 
101-107;  democracy,  84,  85,  90-92 
Attic  Greek,  77 
Attica,  76,  93,  94,  95,  846 
Augereau  (o-zh'-ro'),  General,  400,  401 
Augsburg,  240,  242:  Peace  of,  295,  298;  War 
of  League  of,  300 

Augustine,  St.,  308;  City  of  God,  262 
Augustus  Caesar,  134,  167,  18 1;  Augustan 
Age,  179 

Australia,  290,  568,  569 
Austria 

In  Holy  Roman  Empire,  245,  255,  850; 
Hapsburg  ascendancy,  295,  296,  297,  299, 
300,  301;  in  French  revolutionary  wars, 
375,377,  382,  383,4oi;end  of  Holy  Roman 
Empire,  415-416 

Austrian  Empire  (1806-1867):  in  Na¬ 
poleonic  wars,  415,  416,  424,  426;  Settle¬ 
ment  of  1815,  435  fi.;  repressive  govern¬ 
ment  in,  438;  revolution  of  1848,  458  ff.; 
domination  of  Italy,  488;  and  unification 
of  Italy,  492  ff.;  and  Austro-Prussian War, 
511  ff.;  and  unification  of  Germany,  517 
Austria-Hungary,  858-859;  constitution  of 
1867,  519-522;  Pan-Slav  movement,  721- 
723;  Balkan  crisis,  723-725;  Sarajevo 
crisis,  725  ff.;  the  Great  War,  739,  740, 
743,  762,  end  of  monarchy,  763 
Austria,  republic  of,  778,  779,  78c,  admitted 
to  the  League,  782,  financial  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of,  812;  annexed  to  Germany  (1938), 
818,  824,  860 

Automobile,  589,  595,  596,  671 
Avars,  215 
Avignon,  280,  850 
Aztecs,  292 


Babylon,  39,  40,  58,  60,  147,  148,  170,  845 
Babylonia  and  Babylonians,  32,  51,  56,  57, 
58,  60,  74;  writing,  41,  47;  agriculture. 


41-42;  industry,  42-43;  government  and 
law,  43-44;  religion,  43-44 
Bacon,  Roger,  309;  Francis,  313 
Bacteria,  discovery  of,  585-587 
Baden,  415,  416,  514,  515,  516,  519,  522, 
854 

Baghdad,  223,  224,  225,  227,  230,  240,  707 
Bakunin,  Mikhail  (ba-kbb'nyln,  me'ka- 
yil'),  554.  616.,  617 
Baldwin,  Count  of  Flanders,  239 
Baldwin,  Stanley,  792 
Balzac,  Honore  de,  444 
Banking,  294,  667,  668,  675,  677,  718 
Barbarism,  24,  58,  74,  barbaroi,  80,  112,  113, 
207 

Barca,  Hamilcar,  142,  143 

Barere  (ba'rar'),  Bertrand,  384,  393 

Barnato,  Barney,  672 

Baronius,  Cardinal,  308 

Barras  (ba'ra/),  Paul  Francois,  404 

Bastille,  318,  319,  364,  3^5,  39i 

Batum,  701,  855 

Bavaria  (duchy  to  1805,  kingdom  1805- 
1919,  republic,  1919),  245.  254,  255,  415, 
416,  514,  515,  516,  519,  522,  853,  854 
Bechuanaland,  673,  674,  857 
Belfort,  538,  539 
Belgium 

Spanish  Netherlands  to  1713;  Austrian, 
1713-1797,  256,  377,  852;  conquest  by  the 
French,  380,  383,  387;  Civil  Code  extended 
to,  412;  union  with  Holland  (1815),  437, 
854;  revolution,  444 

Kingdom  of,  1830-:  neutralized,  445; 
and  Napoleon  III,  524;  Belgian  Congo, 
669-671;  and  Great  War,  732,  740,  741, 
762;  since  war,  793,  811,  815,  860 
Benedetti,  Count  Vincent,  525,  531,  532 
Benedict,  St,  213,  214 
Bentham,  Jeremy,  448,  66 3 
Berlin,  459,  516,  534,  670,  770,  860;  Con¬ 
gress  of,  702,  704,  722 
Berlin-Rome  axis,  824 
Bernhardi,  Friedrich  von,  715 
Bernstein,  Edward,  636 
Berthier  (ber'tya/),  400 
Bethmann-Hollweg  (batman- hol'vak),  753 
Beust  (boist),  Count  von,  520,  521 
Bible,  39,.  56,  57,  203,  204,  220,  264 
Birds,  Aristophanes,  in 
Birmingham,  446,  858 
Bishops,  206,  213,  214,  257,  286,  335,  336; 
of  Rome,  212 

Bismarck,  Prince  Otto  von  (1815-1898), 
509,  511,  517-527,  629,  638,  700  ff. 

Black  Sea,  neutralized,  481 
Blanc  (bliin),  Louis,  457 
Blockade  of  Germany  in  Great  War,  745 
Blucher  (blu'ker),  General,  429 
Boccaccio,  269,  306 
Boeotia,  76,  88,  94,  846 
Boers,  568,  569,  671;  Boer  War,  668  ff. 
Bohemia,  280,  459  ff.,  519,  720,  777.  See 
Czechoslovakia 
Bolivia,  829,  830 
Bologna,  University  of,  262,  264 
Bolshevism,  756,758,  780,  795,  805  ff. 
Bonaparte,  Jerome,  417,  420;  Joseph,  415, 
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423;  Louis,  415;  Lucien,  404;  Prince 
Napoleon  Bonaparte,  495.  See  Napo¬ 
leon  I 

Book  of  Sentences,  Peter  Lombard,  264 
Bordeaux,  385,  537,  854,  860 
Borne  (burne),  Ludwig,  453 
Borodino,  425 

Bosnia-Herzegovina  (boz'm-a  her-tse-g6- 
ve'na),  702,  720,  722,  725,  858 
Botha,  General,  569 

Boulanger  (boo-lan-zha'),  Georges,  639,  640 
Bourbon,  family,  301,  303,  407,  408,  413, 
428,  436 

Boxer  Rebellion,  689  ff. 

Brandenburg,  302,  416,  509,  850,  853 
Brazil,  782,  829,  830,  831 
Bremen,  417,  422,  854,  858 
Brest-Litovsk  (brest'lye-tofsk),  Peace  of, 
759 

Briand  (brg-an'),  Aristide,  641,  648,  815 
Bright,  John,  559,  573 
Brissot  (bre'soO,  Jean  Pierre,  376,  383 
British  Columbia,  567 
British  Empire,  562  ff.  See  Great  Britain 
Brittany,  247,  383 
Brook  Farm,  452 
Brueghel,  B.,  facing  p.  289 
Bruno,  Giordano,  312 
Brunswick,  Duke  of,  378 
Brutus,  Marcus,  160,  165 
Budapest,  520,  521,  855,  860 
Buddha  (Siddhartha  Godima),  34  ff.,  44,  64, 
203 

Bulgaria,  215,  701,  702,  723,  725,  743,  772, 
777,  855,850,  861 

Biilow  (bii  lo),  von,  723;  General,  742 
Burg,  244;  “burghers,”  “bourgeoisie,”  241 
Burgundy,  247,  295;  Burgundians,  200 
Burke,  Edmund,  382 
Byron,  Lord,  132,  450 
Byzantine  Empire,  215-217,  223,  230;  civil¬ 
ization,  196,  215  ff.;  Greek  Orthodox 
Church,  216  ff.;  and  Crusades,  238  ff. 


Cabinet  government,  449-450 
Cable,  oceanic,  594 

Caesar,  Gaius  Julius,  161,  164-166,  174,  198; 

Commentaries  on  the  Gallic  War,  165,  180 
Cairo,  225,  227,  230,  676,  845,  857 
Calas  (ka/la),  Jean,  320-321 
Calendar,  3,  36,  44,  55,  166,  390 
California,  472 
Caligula,  167 
Caliph,  221,  225,  230 
Calvin,  John,  284,  285,  287,  288,  308 
Cambodia,  665,  680  (French  Indo-China, 
685) 

Cambridge,  University  of,  262 
Campbell-Bannerman,  Sir  Henry,  652 
Campo-Formio,  Treaty  of,  401 
Canada,  303,  565-568 
Candide,  Voltaire,  319 
Cannae,  Battle  of,  143,  144 
Canon  Law,  258 

Canterbury  Tales,  Chaucer,  216,  269 

Canton,  679,  685,  834,  836 

Cape  Colony,  568,  569,  671,  688,  857 


Capet,  Hugh,  and  Capetian  family,  247,  254 
Capitalism,  159,  244,  294,  475;  and  labor, 
609  If.;  Marx’s  theory,  612  ff.;  classes 
which  support,  621-623;  and  colonial  ex¬ 
pansion,  665-668,  671-678,  683  ff. 
Capitation  tax,  343 
Caprera,  501,  502 
Carbonari,  439 

Cardinals,  College  of,  257,  280 
Carlyle,  Thomas,  559 
Carnot  (kar'no'),  Lazare,  387 
Carthage,  144,  168,  848,  840;  power  of, 
140-141;  struggle  with  Rome,  Punic 
wars,  1 4 1-146; destruction  of,  146, 157,  703 
Castel  Gondolfo,  540 
Castile,  kingdom  of,  245,  252,  850 
Castlereagh  (kas’l-ra/),  Robert,  Lord,  435 
Castles,  feudal,  269-270,  340 
Catechism,  259 
Catiline,  180 

Cathedrals,  Gothic,  270-273,  illustration, 
251,  272 

Catholic  Church,  in  Roman  Empire,  206;  in 
feudal  times,  212-215;  as  a  state,  256-260; 
spiritual  control,  259-260;  scholasticism, 
264-265;  religious  revolution,  279  ff.;  and 
religious  wars,  295  ff.;  in  England,  302; 
in  France,  18th  century,  336  ff.;  and 
French  Revolution,  372  ff.;  Concordat  of 
1801,  409-410;  in  Holy  Roman  Empire, 
415;  and  Napoleon  III,  473-474;  and 
Cavour,  503;  in  Ireland,  570-571;  and 
Bismarck,  630,  633;  Emancipation  Act, 
England,  555;  in  third  French  Republic, 
643;  and  Mussolini,  803-804 
Cato,  Marcus  Portius,  145,  162 
Catullus,  Gaius  Valerius,  180 
Caucasoid  race,  12 

Cavaignac  (kaVen'yak'),  Eleonore  Louis, 
441  ff.,  456,  457 

Cavour,  Camillo,  Count,  467,  character, 
489  ff.;  preparations  for  unification,  492 
ff.;  and  Napoleon  III,  494-496;  Austrian 
War,  496-499;  and  Garibaldi,  500-502; 
establishment  of  kingdom  of  Italy,  502- 
505 

Cecil,  Lord  Robert,  781 
Cens,  rent,  341 

Center  party,  German  (Catholic),  619,  633 
Ceres,  182 

Cervantes,  Miguel  de,  306 
Ceylon,  36,  436,  684 
Chaldeans,  57,  60 

Chamber  of  Deputies,  Charter  of  1814, 
French,  441;  Constitution  of  1851,  471, 
530;  in  third  republic,  544,  545;  Prussia, 
508  ff. 

Chambord  (sha,N7b6r  ),  542 
Champart  (shaN'par'),  341 
Champs  Ely  sees  (shaN'za'le'za/),  537 
Chang,  Marshal,  834 
Channing,  William  E.,  454 
Charleroi  (shar'le-rwa/),  741 
Charles  the  Great  (Charlemagne),  208,  254, 
268 

Charles  Martel,  222 

Charles  I  and  II  of  England,  302 

Charles  II  of  Spain,  300 
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Charles  V  of  Holy  Roman  Empire  (1519- 
1556),  295,  296 

Charles  X  of  France  (1824-1830),  441  ff. 
Charles  Albert,  Sardinia,  489 
Charter,  the  people’s,  England,  556,  560, 
561;  of  1814,  France,  440 
Chateaubriand  (sha'to'bre'aN'),  Francois 
Rene,  441,  450 

Chateau-Thierry  (sha'to-tye're'),  760,  761 
Chaucer,  Geoffrey,  216,  269 
Cheka,  805 
Chile,  829,  830 

China,  early  men  in,  5,  12,  20,  23;  ancient 
civilization,  36  ff.;  medieval  trade  with, 
224,  240;  “opening  up”  of,  678  ff.,  685; 
Boxer  rebellion,  689  ff.;  Japanese  invasion 
of,  1936,  833  ff.,  836 
Christ  (Messiah),  57,  75,  204,  205,  219 
Christian  IX  of  Denmark  (1863-1906),  5x3 
Christianity,  origin  of,  57,  202-206;  influ¬ 
ence  on  Mohammed,  219.  See  Catholic 
Church,  Reformation,  English  Church 
Christian  socialism,  619 
Church.  See  Catholic  Church,  Greek 
Church,  English  Church 
Churchill,  Winston,  653 
Cicero,  160,  161,  175,  180,  236,  266 
Cid,  the  Spanish,  268 
Cilicia,  147,  148,  152 
Cimbri  (and  Teutons),  162,  174,  198 
Cisalpine  Republic,  402,  415 
Cities,  in  ancient  times,  42,  50,  58,  73; 
Greek,  75-76,  81  ff.,  92  ff.,  149;  Roman, 
137-138,  170  ff.,  197;  medieval,  241-244, 
252-254;  and  discoveries,  292-293;  in 
18th  century  France,  344-350;  and  In¬ 
dustrial  Revolution,  591-592,  596 
City  of  God,  St.  Augustine,  262 
Civil  Code  of  Napoleon,  the,  410  ff.,  420,  440 
Civil  Constitution  of  the  Clergy,  372-374 
Civilization,  definition  of,  1-2;  progress  in, 
24-26;  ancient  civilizations,  32-33;  Greek, 
71-72,  73-85,  90-94,  101-126,  131-132, 
148-150;  Roman,  131-132,  136-139,  157- 
162,  169-187;  Byzantine,  215-217;  Mos¬ 
lem,  2 1 7-231;  medieval,  193-194,  208- 
214,  240-247, _  256-273;  modern,  333~334, 
579-580;  ancient  and  modern  civilization 
compared,  583-584 
Classic  literature,  266  306 
Claudius,  167 

Clemenceau  (kla'maN'so '),  Georges,  541, 

769,  78x 

Clement  V,  Pope,  280 
Clement  VII,  Pope,  280 
Cleopatra,  152,  165 

Clergy,  206,  213,  257.  See  Catholic  Church 
Cleves,  duchy  of,  302,  852 
Clisthenes,  83,  84,  90 
Clouds,  comedy  of  Aristophanes,  111 
Cnossus,  73,  74,  845,  846 
Coalitions  against  France,  383,  387,  403, 
405,  416 

Coblenz,  436.  See  Koblenz 

Codes  of  law,  Hammurabi,  40,  43;  Solon,  83; 

Roman,  166,  184-185;  French,  410-4x2 
Collective  bargaining,  61 1 
Colloquies,  Erasmus,  281 


Collot  d’Herbois  (k6,lo'der/bwa/),  379,  393 
Colonial  expansion:  Roman,  137;  in  17th 
and  18th  centuries,  289,  292,  294,  297, 
303 ;  B  ritish,  566  ff. ;  and  Industrial  Revolu¬ 
tion,  665  ff.;  in  Africa,  669  ff.;  in  China, 
678  ff.;  philosophy  of  imperialism,  71 1  ff. 
Colonial  societies,  664 

Colonies,  federation  of  British,  564  ff.;  after 
the  Great  War,  773-774 
Colombia,  829,  830 

Columbus,  Cliristopher,  3,  291-292,  294 
Commerce  and  trade,  ancient,  25,  42,  43, 
5o,  56,  63,  74;  Greek,  83,  84,  92,  94,  149; 
Carthaginian,  140-141;  Roman,  137,  138, 
139, 157-159,  197;  Moslem,  224;  medieval, 
237,  239-241,  289;  effect  of  discoveries, 
on,  292-294;  effect  of  Industrial  Revolu¬ 
tion  on,  592  ff.  See  Revolution,  Indus¬ 
trial 

Commercial  bank,  of  Napoleon  III,  475 
Commonwealth  of  Australia,  568 
Commune  of  Paris,  revolutionary,  365,  378; 

of  1870-1871,  541 
Communist  Manifesto,  613 
Communists,  793,  796,  801,  811,  822,  825, 
827,  833.  See  Bolshevism 
Compensation  law,  workingmen’s,  British, 
654. 

Compiegne  (kon-pye-n  y),  741,  742,  747 
Compulsory  jurisdiction  of  World  Court, 
814 

Comte  (koNt),  Auguste,  541 
Concert  of  Europe,  438 
Concordat,  of  1801,  409-410,  645;  of  1829, 
803-804 

Condorcet  (koN'dor'se'),  M.  J.,  Marquis  de, 
383 

Confederation:  of  Delos,  89,  90;  Pelopon¬ 
nesian,  94;  Rhine,  416;  German,  436; 
Swiss,  437 

C.  G.  T.,  Confederation  Generate  du  Travail, 
648 

Confessions,  Rousseau,  325 
Confucius,  23,  33,  36-38,  44,  64,  203 
i£ongo,  669-701,  857 

Congress:  of  Vienna,  435-437;  at  Troppau, 
439;  St.  Petersburg,  439;  Paris,  481-482, 
494 

Conrad,  of  Franconia,  254 
Conservative  parties.  See  Political  parties 
Constantine,  Roman  emperor  (323-337), 
197-198 

Constantinople  (Byzantium,  144),  198,  200, 
201,  223,  239,  240,  242,  289,  293,  424,  480, 
794, (Istanbul),  849,  851,  853,  855,  861 
Constitution,  of  Austria-Hungary  (1867), 
519  ff.;  of  the  United  States,  564;  of 
France,  (1791),  368-370,  (1793)  386, 
(i795)  393,  395,  (i799)  404-407,  (1814) 
440,  (1848)  457-458,  (1875)  544-545; 
Germany  (1848),  461,  508,  509,  (1867) 
517-519,  (1871)  540-541,  (1919)  795-797! 
of  India  (1935),  791;  of  Italy,  489,  (1926) 
803;  of  Russia  (1918),  805-807 
Consul,  Roman,  134,  143;  First  Consul,  404 
Continental  System,  422  ff. 

Copernicus,  Nicolaus,  310 
Corcyra,  94,  846 
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Cordova,  225,  227,  230,  242 ,  252,  850 
Corinth,  76,  85,  94,  95,  152;  Gulf  of,  75; 

Isthmus,  88,  846 
Corneille,  307 
Corsica,  400,  852,  854 
Cortes,  assembly,  252 
Cortes,  Hernando,  explorer,  292 
Corti,  Count,  703 
Costa  Rica,  782 

Costume,  illustrations  showing: 

Egyptian,  facing  page  32,  42,  50,  51,  53 
Chinese,  35;  Assyrian,  57,  59;  Persian, 
87,  238 

Greek,  76,  78,  80,  84,  86,  106,  108,  181 
Roman,  133,  159,  facing  page  161,  163, 
169,  190,  199,  203 

Medieval,  193,  207,  213,  240,  243,  244, 
246,  251,  253,  255,  265,  270,  282,  284,  296, 

305 

17th  and  18th  centuries,  286,  298,  310, 
313,  319,  facing  page  320,  323,  324,  339, 
345,  347,  349,  35b  352,  361,  393,  402 
19th  century,  333,  405,  406,  41 1,  423, 
427,  438,  443,  447,  472,  475,  479,  481,  492, 
494,  501,  524,  534,  536,  55i,  583,  61 1,  620, 
629,  634,  647,  701,  703 

20th  century,  567,  595,  655,  668,  676, 
679,  682,  686,  710,  757,  761,  763,  769,  794, 
802,  809,  810,  817,  821 
Council,  of  kings,  249,  251,  252;  of  Con¬ 
stance,  280;  of  Five  Hundred,  395,  404; 
Austria-Hungary,  519;  of  League  of 
Nations,  782 

Coup  d’etat  (1799),  4°4J  (1851),  470 
Crassus,  164 

Creation  Epic,  Babylonian,  44 
Credit  Fonder  (kra'de'foN'sya/),  474 
Credit  Mobilier  (mo'be'lya/),  475 
Crete,  32,  33,  5°,  73-74,  480,  846-847 
Crimean  War  (kri-me  an),  478  £f.,  494,  552; 
Crimea,  855 

Criminal  Code,  the,  French,  411-412;  Eng¬ 
lish,  555 

Croats  (kro'ats),  519,  722,  779 
Croesus,  60,  79,  113 
Cro-Magnon  men,  9-11,  13,  14 
Cromwell,  Oliver,  302 
Crusades,  237-239 
Cuba,  683,  686,  687 

Curiosities  of  Literature,  Isaac  Disraeli, 


Cyaxeres,  60 
Cynoscephalae,  144,  151 
Cyprus,  702,  859 

Czechoslovakia  (chek'6-sl6-va  ki-a),  777, 
795,  860-861 

Czechs,  460,  519,  777,  795 


Dacia,  168,  169,  849 
Da  Gama,  Vasco  da,  290,  291,  292 
Damascus,  222,  223,  224,  240,  774,  845 
Danes,  249 

Dante,  180,  269,  273,  306 
Danton  (dan-toisr'),  Georges  Jacques,  378, 
379,  384,  388,  389,  392 
Danube,  13,  481 


Danzig  (dan'tsik),  241,  242,  417,  776,  812, 
860,  862 

Darius,  the  Great,  62,  63,  147 
Dark  Ages,  74,  206,  207,  260,  309,  320 
Darwin,  Charles,  71 1 
Das  Kapital,  Karl  Marx,  613 
David  Copperfield,  Dickens,  451 
Dawes  Plan,  798,  81 1 
D’Azeglio  (dad-zel'yo),  491 
Deak  (da/ak),  Francis,  520,  521 
De  Beers  Mining  Company,  672 
Decameron,  Boccaccio,  269 
Decimal  system,  228  ff. 

Declaration:  of  Independence,  120,  322, 
361,  362,  369,  564;  of  Rights  of  Man 
(i799),  358,  369  , 

Delcasse  (del'ka'sa/),  Theophile,  687,  688, 
718 

Defoe,  Daniel,  307 

Delhante  (del'aNt'),  Jacques,  350 

Delos,  89,  90,  846 

Delphi,  79,  85,  846 

D  ernes,  Athens,  84 

Democracy,  Greek,  84-85,  90-92,  126; 

Anglo-Saxon,  249.  See  Government,  ex¬ 
tension  of  popular,  for  modem  democracy 
Democratic  party,  Germany,  796.  See 
Political  parties 
Democritus,  115,  180 

Denmark,  256,  513,  5x4,  744,  79 3,851,  853 
Department,  French  administrative,  370, 
405 

Depression,  the  Great  (1929-  ),  816  ff. 

Deputies  on  mission,  386 
Derby,  Lord,  559  _ 

Desmoulins  (da'moo,laNr),  Camille,  364 
Dewey,  Commodore,  686 
Dialogue  on  the  Two  Principal  Systems  of  the 
World,  Galileo,  312 
Dialogues,  Plato,  118  ff. 

Diamonds  discovered  in  South  Africa,  671 
Dickens,  Charles,  451 

Dictatorship:  Greek,  83;  Roman,  134,  143, 
164;  of  Cromwell,  302;  of  Napoleon  I, 
404  ff.;  of  Napoleon  III,  471  ff.;  of  Gari¬ 
baldi,  501;  of  Mussolini,  801  ff.;  of  the 
proletariat,  807;  of  Hitler,  822;  of  Kemal 
Pasha,  794;  in  new  states,  795;  trend 
toward,  818 ;  in  Spain  and  Latin  American 
states,  831 

Dillon  (de'yoN'),  General,  377 
Dimitrievich  (de-me'tre-vich),  726 
Dioceses,  Roman,  197;  in  church,  257,  258, 
345,  346,  347 

Diocletian  (284-285),  Roman  emperor,  197 
Diplomatic  crises:  (1904-1914)  in  Morocco, 
717  ff.;  in  Bosnia,  721-723;  in  Balkans, 
723-725;  Sarajevo,  725-731 
Directory,  government  of,  395,  402-404 
Disarmament,  762,  772,  783,  815,  816 
Discoveries,  289-292;  effect  of,  292-294,  308 
Disraeli,  Benjamin,  556-560;  Isaac,  556 
“Divide  and  Rule,”  136 
Divine  Comedy,  Dante,  180,  269,  273 
Divine  Right  of  kings,  43,  333,  366 
Dodecanese  (d6-dSk'a-nes')  Islands,  774 
Domesday  Book,  250 
Dominion  of  Canada,  566-568 
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Domitian  (81-96  A.  D.),  Roman  emperor, 
167 

Don  Quixote,  Cervantes,  307 

Dorian,  branch  of  Greek  race,  81 

Doric  architectural  style,  82,  103 

Dostoievski  (dos-toi-yef-ske),  Feodor,  553 

Dravidians,  33 

Dreyfus  affair,  644-645 

Dual  Alliance,  702 

Dual  Control,  677 

Dual  Monarchy,  parliament,  521 

Dublin,  571,  572,  790,  854,  860 

Ducos  (dii'ko),  Roger,  404 

Duma,  Russian  legislature,  756 

Dumouriez  (du-mob-rya'),  General,  380, 

383,  385 

Dupont  de  Nemours  (dii'poN  de  ne-moor  ), 

367 

Durham,  Lord,  566 

Dutch  Republic,  297,  300,  301,  306.  See 
Holland 

Dynasties,  Egyptian,  47,  48,  49 


East  India  Companies,  293,  297 
Eastern  question,  479 
Ebert  (a'bert),  Friedrich,  795 
Ecbatana,  147,  148 

Ecclesiastical  states,  in  Holy  Roman  Em¬ 
pire,  415 

Economic  conditions,  ancient,  42,  43,  49-51, 
74;  Greek,  81,  83,  92,  149;  Roman,  157- 
162,  197-198;  medieval,  208-210,  224, 
239-244,  257;  and  the  Protestant  Revo¬ 
lution,  285-287;  and  the  discoveries,  292- 
294;  in  18th  century,  337  If.;  Napoleon 
and  England,  422  if.;  in  2nd  empire,  473, 
474-478.  See  Revolution,  Industrial 
Economic  interdependence,  592-598 
Economic  theory,  620 
Ecuador,  829,  830 
Edessa,  239 

Edict,  of  Nantes  (naNt),  299;  of  Emancipa¬ 
tion,  552 

Education:  early,  24,  36-37,  52;  Greek,  91, 
117-118,  120,  148;  Roman,  177,  178;  me¬ 
dieval,  236,  260-264;  early  modem,  304, 
317-318;  Napoleon  I,  4x2-413;  restric¬ 
tions  on,  438,  474;  in  soviet  Russia,  808- 
810 

Edward  I,  king  of  England  (1272-1307),  252 
Egypt,  ancient,  13,  32,  33,  38,  57,  74,  80, 
140,  168,  845,  849;  information  about, 
45-47;  civilization  of,  47-56;  in  Graeco- 
Roman  times,  147,  149,  152,  165;  Moslem, 
222,  223,  224,  225;  and  Napoleon,  403; 
and  Crimean  War,  480;  British  occupa¬ 
tion  and  protectorate,  674-678;  kingdom 
of,  790-791 

Einstein,  Albert,  26,  55,  101,  822 
Elba,  428,  854,  856 
Elgin,  Lord,  105,  566 

Elizabeth,  queen  of  England  (1558-1603), 
296-297,  302,  307 

Emancipate  Your  Colonies,  Bentham,  663 
Emancipation,  Edict  of  in  Russia,  552;  Act 
in  England,  555 
Emerson,  R.  W.,  581,  598 


£mile,  Rousseau,  325,  326 
Empire:  ancient,  57  ff.;  Athenian,  89-90; 
Roman,  132,  157  ff.,  196-198;  of  Alexan¬ 
der,  147-148;  Arab,  224;  Byzantine, 
215  ff.;  Holy  Roman,  208,  254-255,  415- 
416;  Spanish,  301;  France,  1st,  414  ff.,  2nd, 
471;  German,  541;  British,  562  ff.,  66 3 
Ems  telegram,  527,  533-534 
Engels,  Friedrich,  613 

England,  early  men  in,  5,  13;  Roman  Brit¬ 
ain,  165,  167,  170,  172;  Anglo-Saxons  in, 
207,  21 1 ;  medieval  kingdom  of,  249-252; 
early  modern,  293,  296-297,  300,  302-303; 
literature  of,  307;  political  thought  of, 
321-322.  See  Great  Britain 
English  Church,  302,  445,  447,  570-571 
Epaminondas,  96 
Ephesus,  62 
Ephors,  81 

Epicurus,  180,  183,  202 
Epirus,  135,  148,  846 
Equestrian  order,  159,  160 
Erasmus,  281 
Eratosthenes,  149 
Erect- Ape-Man,  5,  24,  26 
Erfurt  program,  636 
Essarhaddon,  58 
Essay  on  Manners,  Voltaire,  320 
Estates  (First,  Second,  and  Third),  249,  335- 
336 

Estates  general,  249,  252,  359  ff. 

Esterhazy  (es-ter-ha/zg),  Major,  644 
Estonia,  777,  795,  861,  862 
Ethiopia,  828,  829,  857 
Etruscans,  133,  135 
Euclid,  149 

Euripides,  109,  no-111,  112 
Europe,  early  man  in,  6,  8,  9-1 1;  races  of, 
11-12 

Excavations,  5,  6,  9,  13,  32,  33,  36,  39,  40, 
59,  73 

Executions  during  French  Revolution,  382, 
386,  389,  393;  during  Russian  Revolution, 
805 


Fabian  Society,  650,  653 
Fabius  Maximus,  143 
Fabliaux  (fables),  268 
Facta,  Luigi,  801 
Factory,  acts,  653;  system,  609 
Faraday,  Michael,  583 
Farmer- General  of  Taxes,  350 
Fascism,  in  Italy,  799  ff.,  828-829;  Ger¬ 
many,  822-824;  in  Spain,  833 
Fashoda  Affair,  687-689,  705 
Fathers  and  Sons,  Turgenev,  552,  554 
Favre  (fa'vr),  Jules,  536 
Federation,  colonial,  British,  566 
Federation  of  Socialist  Workingmen  in 
France,  641 

Ferdinand,  of  Aragon,  252;  I,  Holy  Roman 
emperor  (1558-1564),  296;  I,  emperor  of 
Austria  (1835-1848),  459 
Ferry,  Jules,  536 

Feudal  period:  in  China,  36;  Middle  Ages, 
208-211;  and  church,  212  ff.;  feudal  dues, 
367,  368 
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Fez,  719,  858 

Fiction,  109,  306-307,  318,  325,  451 
Fief,  210 

Fielding,  Henry,  307 
Finland,  777,  795,  861,  862 
Fire,  discovery  of,  7,  8,  14 
Fists  of  Public  Harmony,  690 
Fiume  (fyoo'ma),  773 
Five  Hundred,  Council  of,  395,  404 
Five  Year  Plan,  Russia,  825 
Flanders,  247.  See  Belgium 
Flavian  emperors,  167 
Fleurus,  battle  of,  387,  854 
Florence,  540,  854,  856 
Foch  (f6sh),  General  Ferdinand,  742,  761, 
763 

Ford,  Henry,  595,  596 
Four  year  plan,  Germany,  823,  824 
Fourier  (fdo'rg-a'),  Charles,  452 
Fourteen  Points,  the,  762-763,  768  ff.,  786 
France,  849,  850,  852,  854,  858,  860 

Kingdom  to  1792:  in  Middle  Ages,  245, 
247-249;  rival  of  Spain,  295;  17th  century, 
297-301;  18th  century  wars,  303;  classical 
age  in  literature,  307;  age  of  philosophers, 
318-321,  322-326;  1 8th  century  society, 
335-354;  Revolution  of  1789,  358  ff.; 
economic  and  social  changes,  370  if.;  end 
of  monarchy,  375  ff. 

First  Republic,  1792-1804:  revolution¬ 
ary  government,  and  war,  382  ff.;  as¬ 
cendancy  of  Robespierre,  389  ff.;  the 
Directory  government,  395,  400-404; 

Consulate  established,  404  ff.;  Napoleon 
becomes  emperor,  407 

Napoleonic  empire,.  1804-1814:  or¬ 
ganization  of  French  institutions  by  Na¬ 
poleon,  409  ff.,  European  empire  of 
Napoleon,  414  ff.;  end  of  Napoleon’s 
power  and  Bourbon  restoration,  420-429 
Kingdom,  1815-1848:  under  Louis 
XVIII  and  Charles  X,  440-441;  Revolu¬ 
tion  of  1830  and  Louis  Philippe,  441-444; 
revolution  of  1848,  455-456 

Second  Republic,  1848-1852:  456-458, 
468-469 

Second  Empire,  1852-1870:  social  and 
economic  policy  of  Napoleon  III,  471  ff.; 
Crimean  War,  478-483;  and  unification 
of  Italy,  494-499;  and  unification  of 
Germany,  524-527;  and  Franco-Prussian 
War,  530-536;  establishment  of  third  re¬ 
public,  541-545 

Third  Republic,  1871-:  constitution  of, 
544-545;  early  crises,  638-640;  socialism 
and  new  parties,  640-644;  social  reform 
and  syndicalism,  645-649;  colonial  ex¬ 
pansion,  665,  680,  683,  690,  700,  703;  alli¬ 
ance  with  Russia  and  England,  704  ff.; 
Morocco  and  Sarajevo  crises,  717-721,  725 
ff.;  Great  War,  740-743,  746,  759-761; 
the  Peace  Conference,  772-773,  774, 
since  the  war,  798,  81 1,  813,  815,  816,  829, 
835 

Francis  I  (1515-1547),  king  of  France,  295 
Francis  I,  emperor  of  Austria  (1792-1835), 
435 

Francis  Ferdinand,  Archduke,  726 


Francis  Joseph,  emperor  of  Austria  (1848- 
1916),  459,  498,  519,  521,  726 
Franco,  General,  832,  833 
Franco-Prussian  War,  471,  505,  524,  530- 
537;  results  of,  539-545 
Franco-Russian  alliance,  704-705 
Franconia,  254 

Frankfurt  (Frankfort),  240,  517,  854;  Na¬ 
tional  Assembly  of,  461;  Treaty  of,  539, 
542 

Franklin,  Benjamin,  38,  784 
Franks,  200,  208 

Frederick,  Hohenzollem,  I  (1701-1713), 
302;  II,  the  Great  (1740-1786),  302 
Frederick  William  I  (1713-1740),  302; 
William  III  (1797-1840),  435;  William 
IV  (1840-1861),  461 
Freedom  of  the  seas,  762 
Free  trade,  565,  633,  762 
French  Revolution,  of  1789,  358-395,  407- 
409.  See  Revolution 
Friedland,  battle  of,  416,  855 
Fuad  I,  king  of  Egypt,  790 
Fugger,  Jakob,  294,  295 
Fyrd,  Anglo-Saxon,  250 


Gag  laws  in  England,  439 
Galerius,  206 

Galicia,  436,  519,  520,  521,  720,  855 
Galileo  (gal'i-le'o),  310-312,  313,  314,  316 
Gallic  War,  Commentaries  on,  Caesar,  165, 
180 

Gallipoli  expedition,  743 
Gama,  Vasco  da,  290,  291,  292 
C-ambetta,  Leon,  536,  537,  544,  638,  639 
Gandhi,  M.  K.,  791 
Garibaldi,  Giuseppe  (Joseph),  500-502 
Gaul  and  Gauls,  135,  136,  143,  164-165,  173, 
177,  198,  200,  201,  208,  222 
Geneva,  284,  288,  322,  854,  860 
Genoa,  242,  254,  401,  501,  856 
Gensonne  (zhan'sd-na/),  Armand,  376 
George,  Henry,  628,  650 
Germania,  the,  of  Tacitus,  180,  199 
Germans,  race,  n;  migrations  of,  195,  199, 
198,  200-201;  in  Austria-Hungary,  520- 
522;  in  Czechoslovakia,  Yugoslavia,  Aus¬ 
tria,  777-780 
Germany 

In  ancient  times:  early  man  in,  5,9;  and 
Romans,  164,  180,  199;  migrations  from, 
195,  196,  198-201 

Holy  Roman  Empire:  established  800, 
208;  in  Middle  Ages,  245,  254-255;  during 
religious  revolution,  295-296;  Thirty 
Years’  War,  297-298;  rise  of  Prussia, 
302,  303:  Napoleon  and  end  of  Holy 
Roman  Empire,  415-416 

French  domination,  1806-1814:  Rhine 
Confederation,  416;  war  of  liberation, 
420,  421,  422-427 

Confederation,  18 1 5-1866:  Settlement 
of  1815,  435,  436;  repressive  government, 
437,  438,  Revolution  of  1848,  458-461; 
Bismarck’s  plan  for  unification,  508-512; 
Austro-Prussian  War,  514-5x7;  Con¬ 
federation  dissolved,  517 
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North  German  Confederation,  1867- 
1871:  constitution,  5 17-5 19;  Franco- 
Prussian  War,  522-527,  530-539;  comple¬ 
tion  of  unification,  540-541 

German  Empire,  1871-1918:  estab¬ 
lished  in  1871,  541;  Bismarck’s  liberal 
policy,  629-632;  rise  of  socialism,  635- 
638;  colonial  expansion,  665,  681,  682, 
683,  690,  691;  Triple  Alliance,  700  ff.; 
imperialism  of  William  II,  706-708;  in¬ 
terest  in  Morocco,  7 17-721,  interest  in 
Balkans,  723  ff.;  and  the  Great  War,  740- 
764;  collapse  of  empire,  761-764;  Peace 
of  Versailles,  772,  774-775 

Republic,  1919-1933:  constitution,  795- 
797;  difficulties  faced  by  republic,  797- 
799;  reparations,  811-812;  rise  of  Hitler, 
820-822;  end  of  republic,  822 

Third  Reich,  1933-  :  unification  pol¬ 

icy,  822-823;  annexation  of  Austria,  824 
Germany  and  the  Next  War,  Bernhardi,  715 
Gibralter  (Gebel  Tarik),  222,  854,  858,  861 
Girondists  (ji-ron'dists),  376  ff. 

Glacial  age,  9 

Gladstone,  William  Ewart,  557-560,  569, 
571-573,  649,  651 

Gods,  ancient,  43,  44,  52,  61;  Greek,  77-79; 
Roman,  181-182 

Gogh,  Vincent  van,  facing  p.  768 
Golden  Age,  37,  74,  317,  318;  of  Latin  lit¬ 
erature,  179;  of  humanity,  452 
Good  Hope,  Cape  of,  436,  568,  857 
Gordian  knot,  147 
Gotha  Program,  631 
Gothic  art,  270-273 
Goths,  200,  201,  207 
Government  of  India  Act,  1935,  791 
Government : 

In  ancient  times:  16,  43,  46,  48,  51,  52, 
62,63;  Greek,  81-85,  92,  I2°,  121,  123, 
124,  148;  Roman  republic,  131,  132,  133, 
136-138  158-162;  Roman  empire,  167- 
170,  197-198 

Medieval  and  early  modern:  208-211, 
225,  245-256,  257-259,  353  ff. 

Extension  of  popular  government:  in 
Austria,  519  ff.,  793,  795;  in  Belgium,  444, 
793;  in  Egypt,  790;  in  England,  445-450, 
555-562,  656-657,  790;  in  British  Em¬ 
pire,  562-573,  790-793;  in  France,  360  ff., 
369-370,  386,  395,  441,  457,  544-545,  7935 
in  Germany,  459,  461,  508-509,  518-519, 
629-631,  795-797,  820-822;  in  Hungary, 
519-522,  794,  795;  in  Italy,  489,  499-500; 
in  India,  791-792;  in  Ireland,  790;  in 
Turkey,  794 

Theories  of:  Confucius,  37-38;  Plato, 
120-121,  Aristotle,  122-124,  in  18th  cen¬ 
tury,  321  ff. 

Recent  experiments  in:  Soviet  Russia, 
804-811,  824-828;  Italy,  801  ff.;  Germany, 
822 

Gracchi,  Tiberius  and  Gaius,  162 
Gramont  (gra'moN'),  Duke  of,  532 
Great  Britain  ( See  England): 

Revolutionary  and  Napoleonic  era :  in 
wars  against  Napoleon,  422-424,  428-429; 
and  Congress  of  Vienna,  435-436;  re¬ 


pressive  government  in,  439 

Liberal  political  reform,  19th  century: 
Reform  Bill,  1832,  445-450;  Crimean 
War,  478-481;  Reform  bills,  1867,  1884- 
1885,  555-562;  self-government  in  colo¬ 
nies,  562-569;  Gladstone’s  Irish  reform 
measures,  569-573;  socialism  and  the 
Labor  party,  649-657;  Liberal  and  Labor 
party  reforms,  652-657 

Industrial  and  imperial  expansion,  19th 
and  20th  century:  new  imperialism,  663  ff.; 
expansion  in  South  Africa,  669  ff. ;  in 
Egypt,  675-678;  in  China,  679,  680,  681, 
683;  Fashoda  Affair,  687-688;  Boer  War, 
688-689;  Triple  Entente,  704  ff.;  in  Mo¬ 
rocco  Crisis,  7x7  ff.;  efforts  to  prevent 
Great  War,  728-729,  731;  in  the  Great 
War,  732,  739-755,  759-76i;  in  Peace 
Conference,  768  ff.,  and  League  of  Na¬ 
tions,  781  ff.;  since  the  War,  789-793 
Great  Fear,  the,  366 

Great  War,  of  1914-1918,  Sarajevo  crisis 
leading  up  to,  725  ff.;  responsibility  for, 
732  ff.;  resources  of  opposing  sides,  739- 
740,  war  on  land,  1914-1916,  740-744; 
naval  war,  744-746;  character  of  the  war, 
747-752;  peace  proposals,  1916,  752-754! 
United  States  enters  war,  754-755; 
Russian  Revolution,  755-759;  second 
battle  of  the  Marne,  759-761;  collapse 
of  Central  Powers,  761;  Fourteen  Points, 
762;  armistice,  763-764 
Greece,  846-847,  origin  of  people,  73  ff.; 
elements  of  unity,  75  ff.;  Athens  and 
Sparta  before  Persian  War,  81  ff.;  war 
with  Persians,  85  ff.;  the  leadership  of 
Athens,  89-93 ;  Peloponnesian  War,  94-96 
The  Great  Age  of  Greece,  500-322  B.  C.: 
art,  101-107;  literature,  107-115;  science 
and  philosophy,  115-126 

Graeco-Roman  civilization:  Alexander 
and  spread  of  Greek  culture,  146-149; 
Hellenistic  civilization,  149-151;  Roman 
conquest  of  Hellenistic  world,  151-152; 
the  Romans  learn  from  Greeks,  177  ff. 

Medieval  and  modern:  Byzantine  Em¬ 
pire,  2 1 5-217;  independence  of  Greece, 
1829,  439-440;  in  Balkan  wars,  723-725 
Greek  (Orthodox)  Church,  216,  479,  551 
Gregory,  Pope,  tlie  Great,  213;  VII,  260 
Grevy  (gra/ve'),  Jules,  639 
Grey,  Sir  Edward,  699,  728,  731,  732;  Earl, 
448 

Griqualand,  West,  671,  857 

Grote,  George,  448 

Guesde,  Jules,  641 

Guilds,  241,  263,  294,  350,  359,  371 

Guillotine,  386,  393 

Guizot  (ge-zoO,  Francois  Pierre,  442,  532 
Gumplowicz  (goom-plo'vich),  715 
Gustavus  Adolphus,  298 
Gutenberg,  John,  304 


Habana,  683 
Habeas  Corpus  Act,  439 
Hadrian,  emperor,  167,  169,  172 
Hague  Tribunal,  693,  694,  814 
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Hailie  Selassie,  829 
Hall  of  Mirrors,  300,  352,  541,  785 
Hamburg,  240,  242,  4x7,  422,  852,  855,  858, 
860 

Hammurabi,  40,  43,  48 

Hanging  Gardens,  45,  60 

Hannibal,  143,  144 

Hanover,  514,  515,  516,  SW 

Hanriot  (aN-re-o')  general,  385 

Hanse  cities,  417,  424 

Hardenberg,  Friedrich  Ludwig  von,  435 

Hardie,  Kier,  652,  653 

Harold,  king  of  England,  249 

Hapsburg,  family,  295,  299,  301,  416 

Haroun-al-Raschid,  225 

Hastings,  249 

Hausen,  General  von,  742 

Hawaiian  Islands,  665 

Hebert  (a-bgr'),  Jacques  Rene,  388 

Hebrews,  56-57,  203-205.  See  Jews 

Hegira,  221 

Heidelberg,  854 ;  man,  5,  22;  university  of, 
262 

Hejaz  (he-jaz'),  774 
Hellenes  (Greeks),  75,  80 
Hellenistic  civilization,  149-15 1 
Hellenization,  149,  225 
Hellespont,  85,  147,  847 
Helots,  81,  82 

Henderson,  Arthur,  652,  653 
Henry,  English  king,  I  and  II,  250;  VIII, 
302,  569;  German  king,  IV,  260;  French 
king,  II,  295;  the  Navigator,  289,  291 
Herald,  of  Peace,  the,  455 
Herodotus,  39,  49,  112-113,  114,  115,  149, 
216 

Hertzen,  Alexander,  553 
Hesse,  255,  852;  Hesse-Cassel,  415,  514,  516, 
5i7 

Hesse-Darmstadt,  415,  416,  514,  515,  516, 
519,  522 
Hiero,  150 

Hindenburg,  Paul  von,  743 
Hindus:  race,  12,  61,  74;  ancient  civiliza¬ 
tion,  33;  philosophy  and  religion,  33-3 6; 
influence  on  Arabs,  225,  229 
Hippias  (and  Hipparchus),  83 
Hippocrates,  116 

History,  beginning  of,  21-24;  and  fiction, 
108-109;  new  ideas  from  study  of,  307- 
309,  317-318;  value  of,  v-viii;  Marx’s 
philosophy  of,  6x4-616 
History  of  the  Consulate  and  the  Empire, 
Thiers,  469,  537 

History  of  the  Peloponnesian  War,  Thucy¬ 
dides,  1 1 4-1 1 5 

Hitler,  Adolf,  256,  799,  820-824 
Hittites,  56,  58 
Hoche  (6sh),  General,  401 
Hodel  (He'del),  632 
Hohenzollern  family,  302,  511,  522 
Holland,  850,  854,  858,  860:  Calvinism  in, 
284;  becomes  independent,  296;  leading 
commercial  power,  297,  663;  wars  with 
Louis  XIV,  300,  301;  and  French  Revo¬ 
lution,  380,  382,  387;  republic  and  king¬ 
dom,  415;  united  with  Belgium,  437; 
Belgium  becomes  independent,  445 


Holstein,  5 12-5 14,  517,  854 
Holy  Roman  Empire,  245,  254-256,  415, 
416,  850-851 

Home  Rule:  in  British  Dominions,  565  ff., 
in  Ireland,  569  ff.,  790;  in  Egypt,  790;  in 
India,  791 

Homer,  and  Homeric  poems,  33,  77,  108- 
109,  133,  180,  216,  269 
Hoogli,  Pieter  de,  facing  p.  320 
Horace,  157,  178,  180 
Hsuan  Tung,  834,  835 
Hugh  Capet,  247,  254 
Hugo,  Victor,  422,  451 
Humanists,  266,  280-281,  304,  308 
Humanitarianism,  451,  452,  552 
Hungary,  851,  853,  859,  861:  Revolution  of 
1848,  459,  460;  government  in  Austro- 
Hungarian  Monarchy,  519  ff.,  721;  Revo¬ 
lution  of  1818  and  independence,  763,  780 
Huns,  198,  201 
Hunt,  “Orator,”  439 
Huss,  John,  280 
Hyksos,  49 
Hyphasis,  147,  148 


Iberia  (Spain),  142,  849;  Iberians,  143,  145 
Iliad,  77,  108,  133,  180,  269 
Illyricus,  Flacius,  308 

Imperialism,  the  new,  663  ff.;  philosophy  of, 
711-717 

Imperial  university,  Napoleon’s,  412 
Imperium,  134;  imperator,  167 
Impossibilists,  the,  641 
Incas,  Peru,  67,  292 

Indemnity,  exacted  by  Napoleon,  402;  im¬ 
posed  on  France,  1815,  429;  1871,  539; 
on  China,  681,  690;  on  Germany,  1919, 
775,  811-812,  819;  to  Pope,  540,  804 
India,  684:  Hindu  civilization  in  time  of 
Buddha,  33  ff.,  invaded  by  Alexander, 
147, 148;  medieval  trade  with,  240;  Marco 
Polo,  289;  sea  route  to,  290,  291;  trade 
with,  292.  293;  England  dominant  in,  303; 
Constitution  granted  to,  791-792 
Indians,  American,  race,  12;  picture  writing, 
19-20 

Indo-China,  665,  685,  836 
Indo-Europeans  (Aryans),  61 
Indulgences,  282,  283,  294 
Industrial  Revolution.  See  Revolution,  In¬ 
dustrial 

Industry.  See  Manufacture 
Inquisition,  the,  312 
Innsbruck,  459,  854 
Innocent  III,  Pope,  260 
Inscriptions,  Egyptian,  46 
Institutes  of  the  Christian  Religion,  Calvin, 
284 

International,  the  workingmen’s,  617 
International  boycott  (economic  sanctions), 
783,  784,  829 
International  Court,  814 
International  law,  185,  745 
Inventions,  primitive,  7,  8,  14;  effect  on 
progress,  24-25,  581-582;  and  Industrial 
Revolution,  446,  587  ff.,  604 
Ionian  branch  of  Greeks,  83 
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Ionic  style  of  architecture,  103,  illustration, 
82 

Ireland,  grievances  and  proposed  reforms, 
569-572;  Home  Rule,  proposed,  572-573! 
Home  Rule  granted,  790;  independence, 
790 

Irrigation  in  ancient  times,  36,  42,  49 
Isabella,  Queen  of  Castile,  291,  294;  of 
Spain,  525 

Isis,  Egyptian  goddess,  202 
Islam,  220 

Ismail  Pasha  (Is'ma-el'pa-sha'),  675,  677 
Isocrates,  80 
Istria,  773 

Italian  literature,  306 

Italy  (for  ancient  history,  see  Rome) 

In  medieval  times:  German  invasion  of, 
200,  201;  Charlemagne,  208;  trade  and 
city-states,  240,  252-254;  effect  of  dis¬ 
coveries  on,  292-293;  Spanish  rule  in, 
301 ;  literature,  306 

Modern  period:  856,  858,  860;  freed  by 
Napoleon,  republics,  401-402;  recovered 
by  Napoleon,  405;  kingdoms  set  up  in, 
415;  restoration  of  Austrian  domination 
in,  436;  revolutions  in,  439,  453-454;  revo¬ 
lution,  1848,  460-461;  Napoleon  III  re¬ 
stores  papal  power,  473-474;  Napoleon’s 
interest  in  liberation,  482;  Cavour’s 
preparations  for  unification,  488  ff.; 
northern  Italy  united,  496-500;  southern 
Italy  united  to  kingdom,  500-503;  Rome 
becomes  capital,  539-540;  Triple  Alliance, 
702-704,  723-724;  in  Great  War,  743; 
at  Peace  Conference,  773,  774;  Fascist 
state  established,  799-804;  conquest  of 
Ethiopia,  828-829 
Ivanhoe,  Scott,  450 


Jacobin  party,  384,  403,  404,  408 

James  I,  king  of  England  (1603-1625),  302; 

II  (1685-1688),  302,  321 
James,  William,  771 
Jameson,  Dr.  Leander,  688,  689 
Japan,  685,  836;  race,  12;  Buddhism,  36; 
writing,  20;  helps  in  opening  of  China, 
680  ff.;  Russo-Japanese  War,  691-692; 
and  Great  War,  740,  774;  invasion  of 
China,  833-837 

Jaures  (zho-res'),  Jean,  641,  646 
Java,  5,  6,  836 
Jehovah  (Jahweh),  204 
Jemappes  (zhe-map'),  Battle  of,  380,  854 
Jena  (ya'na),  Battle  of,  416,  854 
Jenner,  Doctor,  585 

Jerusalem,  203,  204,  237,  845,  849,  855; 

kingdom  of,  239 
Jesuits,  412,  630 
Jesus,  204-205,  219 
Jews,  373,  644,  795,  821 
Joffre  (zho'fr'),  General  Joseph,  741,  742, 
748 

John,  king  of  England  (1199-1216),  250,  , 
251,  260 

Jonson,  Ben,  307 

Josephine,  Empress,  424 

Jourdan  (zhoor'dan'),  General,  387 


Journeyman,  241 
Julian  emperors,  167 
July  Ordinances,  441 

July  Revolution,  in  France,  1830,  440-444 

Juno,  182 

Jupiter,  1 81 

Jus  Gentium,  185 

Justification  by  faith,  283,  284,  285 
Justinian  (527-565),  conquests,  215;  code, 
184,  185,  262 


Ka,  53 

Karnak,  50,  845 
Kars,  701,  859 
Kellogg,  Frank,  815 

Kemal,  Mustafa,  Pasha  (Moos'ta-fa  ke-mal' 
pa-sha'),  794 
Kepler,  310 

Kerensky,  Alexander,  757 
Khadija,  219 
Khartum,  687,  857 
Khufu,  45,  46,  47 

Kiaochow  Bay,  682,  685;  Port,  683 
Kiel  Canal,  517,  858,  860 
King,  Gregory,  584 
Kipling,  Rudyard,  663,  717 
Kitchener,  General  Horatio,  687 
Kluck,  Alexander  von,  742 
Knights:  equestrian  order  at  Rome,  159- 
160;  Templars,  247,  379;  of  Holy  Roman 
Empire,  416 
Knights,  comedy,  in 
Koblenz,  436,  798,  854 
Koch,  Robert,  587 
Koniggratz,  515,  858 
Koran,  220,  225,  227 
Korea,  680,  681,  685,  691,  692,  834,  836 
Kreisler,  Fritz,  749 
Kruger,  Oom  Paul,  688 
Kulturkampf  (kobl-toor'kampf),  630 
Kwangchow  Bay,  683,  685 


Labor.  See  Capitalism 
Labor  Party.  See  Political  parties 
Labor  unions,  478,  648,  649,  652,  803 
Laboring  class:  in  ancient  times,  41,  42,  50, 
51,  81,  92,  175-176;  in  medieval  times, 
208-211,  241-243,  245,  257,  269;  in  18th 
century  France,  346;  and  Napoleon  III, 
477;  in  modern  times,  599,  601;  conflict 
with  capital,  608  ff.,  631-632,  635,  637, 
646-649,  653-656 
Laconia,  81,  846 
La  Farina,  Joseph,  493 
Lafayette,  Marquis  de,  361,  365,  441,  443 
Laissez  faire,  620 
Lake  dwellers,  13-14 

Lamartine  (la-mar- ten'),  Alphonse  de,  456 
Land  Acts,  Irish,  572 
Landtag,  Prussia,  509 

Language,  beginning  of,  7,  14,  24;  Aryan, 
33;  Greek,  7 3,  76-77,  126,  215-216;  Latin, 
133,  i38>.  177,  260-261,  266-267,  304, 
306;  Arabic,  225;  Romance  and  Teutonic, 
177,  211 
Lao-tsu,  37 
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Lassalle,  Ferdinand,  631 
Lateran,  papal  palace,  540 
Latin  American  states,  829-831 
Latin  literature,  179-181 
Latins  (Latium),  133,  135,  139 
Latvia,  777,  795,  861,  862 
Lausanne,  Treaty  of,  774 
Law  of  Suspects,  386 

Law,  primitive,  16,  24,  25;  of  ancient  peoples 
43,  52,  63;  Greek,  83,  90;  Roman,  184-185, 
262;  Canon,  258;  natural  law,  185,  322; 
French  law,  410-41 2 

League  of  Nations,  suggested  in  Fourteen 
Points,  762-763;  adoption  of,  781;  cove¬ 
nant,  783-784;  its  purpose,  783-784;  ac¬ 
tivities  of,  8x2-815;  failure  of,  829,  834 
Learning,  revival  of,  260-269 
Leeds,  446 

Legislative  Assembly:  French  (1791-1792),' 
375,  379;  (1849-1851),  470,  471,  536 
Legitimists,  537,  542,  543 
Legnano,  497,  858 
Leipzig,  427,  860 

Lenin  (len'in),  Nicolai,  758-759,  804  ff.,  824 
Leningrad,  862.  See  St.  Petersburg 
Leo,  Pope:  I,  the  Great,  213;  X,  285;  XIII, 
619,  633,  643 

Leon,  and  Castile,  kingdom  of,  252 
Leonardo  da  Vinci,  101,  306 
Leonidas,  86,  87 

Leopold,  Prince  of  Coburg,  444;  king  of 
Belgium,  669,  670;  II,  emperor  of  Aus¬ 
tria,  376;  Hohenzollern,  525,  527,  531,  532 
Les  Miser ables,  Victor  Hugo,  451 
Letters  on  the  English,  Voltaire,  319 
Leucippus,  1 15 

Levee  en  Masse  (le'va  an  mas'),  387 
Liaoyang,  Battle  of,  685,  691 
Liberal  Action,  party  of,  643 
Liberal  arts,  263,  264,  265 
Liberal  Party:  English,  447,  556  ff.,  649  ff., 
790;  Russia,  553.  See  Political  parties, 
Progressive  Liberal  Party,  National  Lib¬ 
eral  Party 

Libraries,  Assyrian,  59;  Alexandrian,  149 

Liebig,  Justus  von,  588 

Liege  (lg-ezh'),  74°,  74L  747,  74§,  7^0 

Ligny  (len'ye'),  418,  429 

Ligurian  Republic,  402 ;  Ligurians,  144 

Lisbon,  418,  422,  423,  854 

Lister,  Joseph,  586 

Literature,  and  civilization,  25;  Chinese,  36; 
Babylonian,  44;  Egyptian,  54-55;  As¬ 
syrian,  59;  Greek,  107-115,  149;  Roman, 
177-181,  202;  Byzantine,  216;  Arabic, 
227;  medieval,  265-269;  early  modern, 
306-307,  318,  325,  326;  humanitarian, 
451,  552;  of  imperialism,  7 14-717 
Lithuania,  424,  425,  759.  777.  795,  861,  862 
Livingstone,  David,  669 
Livy,  133,  180,  266,  308 
Lloyd  George,  David,  and  social  reform, 
652  ff.,  and  peace  conference,  769 
Lobengula,  King,  674 
Locarno  Treaties,  815-816 
Locke,  John,  321-322 
Lombard,  Peter,  264 
Lombardy,  405,  495,  498,  499,  519,  856 


London,  170,  172,  240;  population  of,  592; 
Royal  Society  of,  314;  Protocol  of,  514; 
Naval  Conference  at,  816 
Lorraine,  254,  255,  303,  536,  538,  539,  852. 
See  Alsace-Lorraine 

Louis,  king  of  France:  XIII  (1610-1643), 
298;  XIV  (1643-1715),  299-301,  307,  351; 
XVI  (1774-1792),  358  ff.,  408;  XVIII 
(1814-1824),  408,  428,  429,  437,  440-441; 
Philippe  (1830-1848),  442,  443,  456,  468, 

474,  537 
Louisiana,  412 

Louvre  (loovr'),  the,  348,  402 
Liibeck,  240,  242,  417,  422 
Lucretius,  180 

Ludendorff,  General  Erich,  753,  798 
Luneville,  Peace  of,  405 
Lusitania,  745 

Luther,  Martin,  280,  282-283,  284,  285,  287, 
288,  308 

Lutheran  Church,  283;  Lutherans,  295 

Luxembourg  Gardens,  349 

Lvow  (lvdf),  Prince  George,  756 

Lycees,  412 

Lydia,  60,  79,  845,  847 

Lyon,  172,  385,  852,  854 


MacDonald,  Ramsay,  652,  653,  792 
Macedonia,  96,  146,  148,  148,  151,  196,  201, 
723,  846,  849 

Machines,  influence  of,  in  modern  civiliza¬ 
tion,  587-605,  609-610.  See  Revolution, 
Industrial 

Mackensen  (mak/en-zen).  General,  743 
McKinley,  William,  687 
MacMahon  (mak'ma/on'),  Marshal,  Presi¬ 
dent  of  France  (1873-1879),  535,  543 
Madrid,  423,  525,  854,  858,  860 
Magenta,  Battle  of,  497,  488,  856 
Magic,  18,  44 
Magna  Carta,  250 
Magnesia,  Battle  of,  144,  151 
Magyars,  460,  519  ff.,  720,  721,  777 
Mahan,  Captain  A.  T.,  714 
Maine,  U.  S.  battleship,  683,  686 
Mainz  (mints),  240 
Maistre  (ma/tr'),  Joseph  de,  441 
Malay  Peninsula,  666,  685,  836 
Malta,  436,  854,  856,  860 
Man,  how  old  is,  3-6;  first  step  toward 
civilization,  6  ff.,  early  men,  9  ff.;  history 
and,  21  ff.;  progress  of,  24-26 
Manchester,  439,  446,  561,  592,  854 
Manchu  dynasty,  833 
Manchukuo,  834,  835,  836,  837 
Manchuria,  665,  685,  691,  834 
Mandates,  774,  812-813 
Manila,  685,  686,  687,  836 
Manin  (ma-nenj,  Daniele,  493 
Manitoba,  567 

Manor,  or  estate,  feudal,  208-210,  337-341 
Mantua,  254,  497,  853,  856 
Manufacture,  domestic,  beginning  of,  13, 
14;  Babylonian,  42,  45;  Egyptian,  48,  50, 
51,  52;  Aegean,  73,  74;  Greek,  83,  92; 
Arabic,  224;  medieval,  237,  241-244;  ef¬ 
fects  of  commerce  on,  293,  294 
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Marat  (ma/ra/),  Jean  Paul,  384 
Marathon,  Battle  of,  63,  73,  8r,  85,  846 
Marchand  (mar'shan'),  Major,  687-688 
Marconi  (mar-ko'ne),  594 
Marco  Polo,  289 

Marcus  Aurelius,  167,  195;  Thoughts  of,  184 
Mardonius,  88 
Marengo,  battle  of,  405,  854 
Marie  Antoinette,  377,  383,  386 
Marie  Louise,  424 
Marius,  162-163,  164,  174,  198 
Mark,  duchy  of,  302,  852 
Marlowe,  Christopher,  307 
Marne,  Battles  of,  740-743,  759-760 
Marseille  (mar'se'y),  170,  172,  240,  385, 
453,  605,  641,  849,  860 
Marx,  Karl,  social  philosophy  of,  612  ff., 
revision  of  philosophy,  636;  influence  of, 
in  France,  641  ff.;  in  England,  650;  in 
Russia,  756,  804  ff. 

Massena,  General,  400,  401 
Matabeles  (mat'a-be'lez),  674 
Mathematics,  and  progress,  25;  in  Baby¬ 
lonia,  44;  in  Egypt,  45,  47,  55;  in  Assyria, 
59;  Hellenistic,  149-151;  Arabic,  228-230; 
early  modern,  309  ff. 

Matteotti,  803 

Maximilian  I  (1449-1519),  emperor,  295 
Maximilian,  emperor  of  Mexico,  531 
Mazda,  62 

Mazzini  (mat-se'ne),  Joseph,  revolutionary 
ideas  of,  453-454;  and  revolution  of  1848, 
460,  473,  489,  491,  579;  declining  influ¬ 
ence  of,  608,  610  ff. 

Mecca,  219,  220,  221,  223 
Medes,  57,  60 

Medical  science,  ancient,  47,  59,  116; 

medieval,  228,  264;  modem,  584  ff. 
Medina  (Yathrib),  221,  222,  223 
Megaris,  94,  846 

Memoirs  dictated  by  Napoleon,  469 
Memphis,  50,  845 
Menshiviki,  756 

Mesopotamia,  39,  169,  222,  223,  224,  774, 
845 

Messenia,  81,  846 

Messiah  (Christ),  204,  205 

Metals,  early  use  of,  19,  25,  39,  42,  58,  74 

Metaphysics,  the,  of  Aristotle,  125 

Metics,  85,  92 

Metternich  (met'er-mk),  Prince,  435,  459, 
494,  512 

Metz,  374,  535,  538,  539,  854 
Mexico,  292,  293,  295,  531,  829 
Michel  (me'sheU).  General,  535 
Michelangelo  (ml'kel-an'jg-lo),  101,  306 
Middle  Ages,  193,  206-207,  195-278 
Milan,  402,  497,  850,  852,  856 
Miletus,  63,  847 

Mill,  James,  448;  John  Stuart,  565,  620 
Millerand  (mel'raN')  Alexandre,  641,  645, 
646,  647 

Milton,  John,  180,  307 
Mirabeau  (me-ra-bo'),  363 
Mithradates,  of  Pontus,  152,  163 
Modena,  254,  488,  498,  499,  856 
Mohammed,  217-222 

Mohammedan  religion  {Islam),  196,  203, 


219-221,  225,  230,  231,  237,  238,  239, 
See  Moslems 
Moldavia,  479-481,  855 
Moliere,  307 

Moltke  (molt'ke),  Helmuth  von,  511,  515, 
525,  533,  537,  538,  539 
Mona  Lisa,  306 

Monarchy,  in  England,  abolished  and  re¬ 
stored,  302;  in  France,  abolished,  379; 
restored,  428,  429;  end  of,  456 
Monasticism,  213-214.  See  Clergy 
Mongoloid  race,  12 
Monte  Cassino,  213 
Montesquieu,  360 

Montpellier,  University  of,  262,  264 
Moors,  238,  289,  294 
Moreau  (m6'ro'),  General,  403 
Morley,  John,  653 

Morocco,  222,  225,  708,  717-721,  854,  857, 
858 

Morris,  William,  650 
Morse,  S.F.B.,  594 

Moscow  (Moskva),  256,  301,  425,  426,  859, 

862 

Moses,  219 

Moslem  civilization,  religion,  219-221; 
government,  221,  225;  literature,  225,  227; 
mathematics,  228-230;  influence  on 
western  Europe,  261 

Moslems  (Arabs,  Mohammedans):  trade, 
238-239,  289;  in  Spain,  222,  223 
Mosques,  227 
Mountain,  Party  of,  384 
Municipium,  137 

Mukden,  Battle  of,  691;  city  of,  692,  836, 

863  .  . 

Mussolini  (moos'so-le'ne),  Benito:  organ¬ 
izes  Fascist  party,  800;  organizes  Fascist 
state,  803;  concordat  with  Pope,  804; 
conquers  Ethiopia,  828-829 
Mycenae,  73,  74,  845,  846 
Mythras,  202 


Nabopolassar,  60 

Namur  (namur'),  740,  741,  747,  748 
Nanking,  834,  836,  837 
Naples,  city  of,  201,  850;  kingdom  of,  254, 
850-851;  united  to  Spain,  294;  joins  First 
Coalition,  383;  republic,  and  kingdom 
under  Joseph  Bonaparte,  415;  Bourbon 
restoration  in,  436;  revolution  of,  1820, 
439;  autocratic  rule  in,  488,  856;  united 
with  northern  Italy,  500-502 
Napoleon  Bonaparte  (Napoleon  I),  charac¬ 
ter  of,  399  If.,  rise  to  power,  401  ff.;  Con¬ 
sulate  (1799-1802),  404  ff.;  reasons  for 
popularity  of,  406-407;  Concordat,  409; 
Codes,  410-41 2;  education,  41 2-413; 
establishes  empire  in  Europe,  414-419; 
character  of  empire,  419-420;  reasons  for 
failure  of,  420-424;  Russian  campaign, 
424-426;  end  of  power,  426-429;  reaction 
against  “Bonapartism,”  434;  and  pyra¬ 
mids,  45;  and  Holy  Roman  Empire,  255, 
416 

Napoleon  III,  emperor  (1852-1870),  and 
Napoleonic  legend,  458,  468-469;  Presi- 
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dent  of  Second  Republic,  468-469;  es¬ 
tablished  Second  Empire,  469-471;  popu¬ 
larity  of,  471-473;  religious  and  economic 
policies,  473-478;  and  Crimean  War,  478- 
482;  and  Italian  independence,  482-483, 
494-499;  and  unification  of  Germany, 
524;  and  Spanish  throne  question,  525- 
527;  531-533;  and  Franco-Prussian  War, 
535  ff- 

. Napoleonic  Ideas,  Napoleon,  469 
Nassau,  4x5,  516,  517 
Natal,  569,  671,  857 

National  Assembly:  French  (1789),  363  ff.; 
(1848),  457,  (1871),  537,  541,  542,  545; 
German,  461,  796 

National  Convention,  French,  379  ff.,  410, 
412 

National  Guard,  French,  365,  378 
National  Insurance  Act,  British,  654 
National  Liberal  Party,  German,  630  ff. 
National  Political  Union,  England,  448 
National  Socialist  Party  (Nazi),  German, 
822 

National  Society,  Italy,  493,  494 
National  Reform  League,  British,  559 
Nationalism:  Napoleon  and,  421-422;  in 
Austria-Hungary,  520,  721,  777  ff.;  in 
Belgium  and  Holland,  444;  in  China,  834; 
in  Egypt,  678,  790;  in  Germany,  461, 
508  ff.;  in  India,  791;  in  Italy,  488  ff.; 
in  Spain,  423;  in  Spanish  colonies,  829; 
and  Socialism,  622-623;  and  imperialism, 
71 1 ;  and  Fascism,  801;  and  self-deter¬ 
mination,  771,  780 
Natural  law,  185,  322 
Natural  philosophy,  317 
Natural  rights  theory  of  government,  321, 
326 

Navarre,  kingdom  of,  252,  850 
Naxos,  90,  847 
Nazi  party,  822 
Neanderthal  men,  9,  11,  13 
Nebuchadnezzar,  60 
Necker  (ne'kar'),  364 

Neerwinden  (nar'vin'den),  Battle  of,  383, 
385,  854 

Negroes  (Negroid  race),  11,  12 
Nelson,  Admiral  Horatio,  403 
Nergal,  44 

Nero,  Roman  emperor  (54-68  A.  D.),  167, 
169 

Nerva,  Roman  emperor  (96-98  A.  D.),  167 
Nesselrode  (nes'el-ro'dye),  Count,  435 
Netherlands,  all  Spanish,  295;  Holland  be¬ 
comes  independent  (Dutch  Republic), 
296;  southern  provinces  of,  (Belgium) 
become  Austrian  Netherlands,  301.  See 
Belgium 

Neutralization,  of  Belgium,  445;  of  Black 
Sea,  481;  of  Switzerland,  437 
New  England,  284 
New  Heloise,  Rousseau,  325 
New  Orleans,  297 
New  South  Wales,  568 
New  Zealand,  568,  569 
Newfoundland,  567,  568,  569 
Newton,  Sir  Isaac,  26,  312  ff. 

Nicaea,  Council  of,  Nicene  Creed,  206 


Nice,  495,  499,  501,  856 
Nicholas  I,  Tsar  of  Russia  (1825-1855),  479, 
480;  II  (1894-1917),  756 
Nicias,  Peace  of,  95 
Niger  River,  687,  857 
Nihilists,  554 

Nile  River,  19,  49,  50,  52,  687,  845,  8 57 
Nineveh,  58,  59,  60,  845 
Nirvana,  34,  36 

Nobility:  Babylonian,  43  Egyptian,  51; 
Greek,  83;  Roman,  159;  medieval  (feu¬ 
dal),  208-211,  248-252;  and  the  church, 
286,  287;  and  French  monarchy,  299,  334, 
336  ff.;  in  French  Revolution,  360  ff.; 
abolished  in  Germany,  796;  in  Russia, 
551.  See  Aristocracies 
Nordic  race,  12,  821 
Normandy 247,  249,  38 3 
Normans:  in  England,  249,  250;  in  southern 
Italy,  252 

North  German  Confederation,  516,  517  ff., 
522,  523,  535,  540 
Northmen  (Norse),  249 
Norway,  kingdom  of,  256,  793,  850,  860 
Notre  Dame,  cathedral,  227,  349 
Novum  Organum,  Bacon,  313 


Octavius  (Octavian),  161,  166.  See  Au¬ 
gustus 

Odovaker  (Odoacer),  201 
Odyssey,  77,  108 
Oldenburg,  415,  516 
Oliver  Twist,  Dickens,  451 
Ollivier,  Emile,  532 
Olympia,  79,  105,  846 
Olympus,  Mount,  78,  79,  846 
Omar,  221,  222 
Ommiads,  222 
Opium  war,  679 

Orange  Free  State,  569,  671,  688,  689,  857 

Orange:  William  of,  300,  302;  House  of,  437 

Organon,  of  Aristotle,  125 

Origin  of  Species,  Darwin,  711 

Orlando  (6r-lan'do),  Vittorio,  769,  773 

Orleanist  Party,  474,  537,  543,  544 

Orleans,  Duke  of.  See  Louis  Philippe 

Orsini  (or-se'ne),  482 

Osiris,  Egyptian  god,  52 

Ottoman  empire.  See  Turkey 

Owen,  Robert,  452 

Oxford,  University  of,  262,  558,  672 

Oyama  (o'yA-ma),  General,  691 


Palais  Bourbon  (pa'le'  boor'boN'),  349,  442, 
4 43 

Palais  Royal  (pale  rwa'yal  ),  348,  364 
Palestine,  56,  146,  203,  204,  774,  849 
Panama  Canal,  644 
Panhellenic  festivals,  79,  80 
Pantheon,  182 

Papal  States  (Patrimony  of  St.  Peter),  254, 
436,  488,  500,  502,  503,  524,  539,  804,  850, 
852,  854,  856 
Papyri  records,  47 
Paradise  Lost,  Milton,  180,  307 
Paris:  University  of,  262;  in  18th  century, 
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377;  in  Revolution  of  1789,  364  ff.;  in 
July  Revolution,  1830,  441-442;  improve¬ 
ment  of,  478;  siege  of,  1870-1871,  537; 
Treaties  of  (1814),  428,  (i8rs),  429, 
(1856),  481 

Parlement,  French,  345,  371 
Parliament,  English,  beginning  of,  249,  252; 
limits  power  of  king,  300,  302;  reforms  of 
(1832),  445-450,  (1867)  5S9-56o,  (1884- 
1885)  560-561,  (1911)  656-657 
Parma,  Duchy  of,  488,  498,  499,  856 
Parnell,  Charles  Stuart,  572 
Parthenon,  102-103,  104,  149,  227,  273 
Pascal  (pas 'cal),  Blaise,  307 
Pashitch  (pa'shich),  725 
Pasteur  (pas'tur'),  Louis,  585-586 
Patricians,  Rome,  134,  158 
Peace  Conference  at  Paris:  (1919)  leaders 
of,  769-770;  compromises  of,  772  ff.;  and 
self-determination,  775  ff.,  and  League  of 
Nations,  781  ff. 

Peace  societies,  454,  455 
Peasants:  in  Middle  Ages  (villeins,  serfs), 
208-210,  243;  in  18th  century  France, 
337-344;  in  Russia,  552-555 
Peel,  Robert,  449,  558 
Peking  (Peiping),  685,  690,  836,  837;  Pe¬ 
king  man,  5 

Peloponnesian  War,  89,  90,  91,  94-96,  no, 

114,  115 

Peloponnesus,  94,  95,  152,  846 
Pergamum,  148,  151,  152,  847 
Pericles,  90-92,  95,  107,  115,  116,  309 
Perioeci,  81 
Persepolis,  147,  148 

Persia,  845,  862 :  people  of  ancient,  57,  61, 
74;  religion,  61-62;  empire,  60,  62-63,  204; 
wars  with  Greeks,  63;  85-89,  96;  con¬ 
quered  by  Alexander,  146-148,  148;  and 
Arabs,  222,  225;  and  Byzantine  Empire, 
2T5;  Great  Britain  and  Russia  in,  665, 
684,  709 

Persian  Gulf,  58,  707,  862 
Peru,  292,  294,  295,  830 
Peter,  Saint,  2x2,  213;  church  of,  282,  304, 
306 

Peter,  the  Great  (1689-1725)  of  Russia,  301- 

302 

Petrarch,  306 

Petrograd,  756.  See  St.  Petersburg  and 
Leningrad 

Pharsalus,  Battle  of,  165,  168 
Phidias,  105 

Philip  IV  of  France,  247-248 
Philip,  of  Macedonia,  II,  96,  121,  126,  146, 
V,  151 

Philip  II  of  Spain,  296,  302 
Philip  of  Anjou,  301 
Philippi,  Battle  of,  166,  168 
Philippine  Islands,  665,  685,  686-687,  836 
Philosophers  of  18th  century,  318  ff.,  334, 
360 

Philosophy:  beginning  of,  17-19;  and  writ¬ 
ten  records,  24;  and  progress,  25;  Hindu, 
34-36;  Chinese,  37-38;  Babylonian  44; 
Egyptian,  55-56;  Greek,  116-125,  I3G 
Graeco-Roman,  182-184,  202;  Scholastic, 
264-265 


Philosophy  of  Newton,  the,  Voltaire,  319 
Phoenicians,  21,  56,  77,  80,  92,  140,  144, 
147 

Physical  remains,  of  early  men,  5,  6,  13,  14; 
Sumerian,  39;  Egyptian,  47,  48;  Aegean, 
73,  74;  Roman,  133 
Physicists,  101,  115 
Pichegru  (pesh-gru'),  General,  387 
Picture  writing,  19-20 
Piltdown  man,  5 
Piraeus,  93,  96,  846 
Pi  si  stratus,  83 
Pitt,  William,  382 
Pius,  Pope,  VII,  4og;  IX,  503,  540 
Pizarro,  292 
Plain,  party  of,  384 
Platea,  Battle  of,  88,  89,  846 
Plato,  118-121,  122,  123,  125,  183,  202 
Plautus,  179 

Plebeians  (Plebs),  Roman,  134,  158 
Plebiscites:  French,  407,  471;  Italian,  499, 
502,  803;  Austria,  824;  Saar  Valley,  813 
Pliny,  161 
Plotinus,  202 
Plum-Blossom  Fists,  689 
Poland,  kingdom,  256,  859,  860,  862;  par¬ 
tition  of,  303;  duchy  of  Warsaw,  417, 
424,  426;  repartition  (1815),  436;  .revo¬ 
lution  (1863),  554;  and  Great  War,  743, 
759;  and  Fourteen  Points,  762;  republic, 
775-776,  795,  860-861 
Polis,  75 

Political  parties:  Catholic,  619,  629,  633, 
643;  Conservative,  162,  447,  473,  509,  530, 
556,  573,  629  ff.,  638  ff.,  651,  793;  Liberal, 
Whig,  Moderate,  162,  384,  442,  447  ff., 
492,  509,  556  ff.,  573,  619,  629  ff.,  630  ff., 
638,  755,  796 Nationalist,  553,  630  ff., 
652,  822;  Radical,  Republican,  384,  442, 
444,  448,  796;  Socialist,  Labor,  456,  618  ff., 
641  ff.,  650,  756,  793,  796,  806;  Belgian, 
444;  British,  447  ff.,  556  ff.,  649  ff.,  792; 
French,  383,  441  ff.,  456  ff.,  618,  638  ff., 
793;  German,  509  ff.,  618,  631  ff.,  796, 
822;  Italian,  493,  802  ff.;  Roman,  162  ft.; 
Russian,  553,  755,  756,  806 
Politics,  of  Aristotle,  122 
Polo,  Marco,  289 

Polybius,  131,  141,  143,  145,  152,  308 
Pomerania,  302,  416,  853 
Pompey,  Cornelius,  164-165 
Pontus,  152,  849 
Pope,  Alexander,  307,  309 
Popular  Front  Parties,  825 
Population:  Athens,  92;  Carthage,  140; 
Roman  Empire,  17  2- 174;  Austria-Hun¬ 
gary,  721,  777,  779,  780;  London,  592; 
Germany,  584,  707;  Ireland,  572;  Eng¬ 
land,  584;  France,  336,  344,  584 
Port  Arthur,  681,  685,  691,  692 
Portsmouth,  Treaty  of,  692 
Portugal,  kingdom  of,  245,  252,  850;  during 
period  of  discoveries,  289,  291,  292,  293, 
297,  568;  and  revolutionary  France,  383; 
and  Napoleon,  422-423;  and  Brazil,  829 
Poseidon,  78 

Prague,  Peace  of,  517,  860 
Praise  of  Folly,  Erasmus,  281 
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Praxiteles,  105 

Prefects,  405;  Praefects,  Roman,  197 
Pretoria,  689,  857 
Primitive  man.  See  Man 
Primo  de  Rivera,  831 
Printing,  lack  of,  260;  invention  of,  304 
Progress,  24-26;  modern  idea  of,  317-3x8 
Progress  and  Poverty,  Henry  George,  650 
Progressive  Liberal  Party,  German,  509,  629 
Prometheus,  Aeschylus,  109-110;  legend  of,  8 
Propagandist  Decree,  380 
Protestant  Revolution:  religious,  281  ff., 
economic  and  social,  285  ff.,  political, 
287  ff. 

Provinces,  Roman,  144,  145,  151,  159-161, 
169,  170,  197,  849 

Proudhon  (proo-don  ),  554,  616,  617 
Prussia,  kingdom  of,  516,  854;  origin,  302; 
war  with  France  (1792-1795),  376  ff.; 
conquest  by  Napoleon,  415  ff.;  com¬ 
pensated,  436;  constitution  of  1850,  459, 
508  ff.,  and  Schleswig-Holstein,  512  ff.; 
Austro-Prussian  War  (1866),  514  ff.;  en¬ 
larged  and  in  North  German  Confedera¬ 
tion,  5 17-5 19,  540-541 
Ptolemies,  148 
Puerto  Rico,  665,  686-687 
Punic  Wars,  141-146 
Pyramids,  45,  50,  54 
Pyrenees,  222,  849 
Pyrrhus,  135,  136 
Pythagoras,  115 

Quadrilateral,  the,  497 
Queensland,  province  of,  568 

Ra,  or  Horns,  52 

Race:  divisions  of  human,  11,  12;  Nordic, 
821,  822 
Racine,  307 

Radical  Party,  Republican,  Socialist,  642 
Railroads,  475,  593 
Ranke,  Leopold  von,  541 
Raphael,  xoi,  306 

Recollections  of  a  Sportsman,  Turgenev,  552 
Red  Sea,  50,  845.  See  Suez  Canal 
Reflections  on  the  French  Revolution,  Burke, 
382 

Reform  Bill:  of  1832,  445  ff.;  of  1867,  559  ff.; 

of  1884,  1885,  560  ff. 

Reformation,  Protestant,  279-288 
Regulus,  142 

Reich,  German,  1st,  255-256,  850-851;  2nd, 
540-541,  858-859;  3rd,  822-824,  860-861 
Reichsrat,  796 
Reichstag,  518,  796,  821 
Reinsurance  Treaty,  704 
Religion:  primitive,  17-19;  Hindu,  34-36; 
Babylonian,  43-45;  Egyptian,  52-54; 
Hebrew,  56-57,  202-204;  Persian,  61-62; 
Greek,  77-80,  149;  Roman,  181-182; 
Christian,  202-206;  Mohammedan,  219- 
221;  in  Middle  Ages,  230-231;  Religious 
Revolution,  279-288 
Rembrandt,  306 
Reparations,  774,  797  ff. 

Republic:  Roman,  133-134,  162-167; 


French,  1st,  379-380;  2nd,  458;  3rd,  541 
ff. ;  Ligurian  and  Cisalpine,  402;  Holland 
and  Switzerland,  415;  Dutch,  296; 
Florence  and  Rome,  460;  Turkish,  794; 
Polish,  775;  Austria,  Czechoslovakia, 
Lithuania,  Latvia,  Estonia,  Finland,  795; 
German,  795  ff.;  Russian  Soviet,  805 
Republican  Democratic  Union,  643 
Republican  Party.  See  Political  parties 
Revisionist  movement,  Socialist,  636 
Revolution:  religious,  279-288;  intellectual, 
303  ff- 

Industrial:  in  England,  446;  meaning 
of,  579-580;  influence  of  science  and  in¬ 
vention  on,  582  ff.;  increase  of  popula¬ 
tion,  584  ff.;  and  growth  of  cities,  591  ff.; 
interdependence  of  people,  592;  condi¬ 
tions  of  living,  598;  and  social  conflict, 
602  ff.,  608  ff.;  and  colonial  expansion, 
657,  665  ff.;  and  Germany,  707 
Political:  reasons  for,  333-334;  Ameri¬ 
can  (1775-178 3),  359.  361,  562-564; 

Austrian,  (1848)  459  ff.;  (1918)  763; 
Belgian  (183c)  444-445;  Canadian  (1837) 
565  ff.;  English  (1688)  302-303;  French 
(1789)  358-395;  (1830)  440-444;  (1848) 
455  ff.;  German  (1848)  459,  461;  (1918) 
763;  Greek  (1821)  439-440;  Italian  (1848) 
460;  Irish  (1916)  790;  Neapolitan  (1820) 
439;  Polish  (1863)  554;  Russian  (1905) 
693;  (1917)  755-758;  Spanish  439,  831 
Revolutionary  societies,  secret,  439 
Revolutionary  Tribunal,  386,  392,  393 
Rhenish  Gazette,  612 
Rhenish  Palatinate,  524,  852 
Rhine,  Confederation  of  1806,  416,  419 
Rhineland  Republic,  798 
Rhodes,  151,  847 
Rhodes,  Cecil,  671-674,  688,  689 
Rhodesia,  688,  857 
Ricardo,  David,  565 
Richelieu,  Cardinal,  298,  387 
Risorgimento,  490 
Roberts,  Lord,  689 

Robespierre  (rd'bes'pyar'),  384,  388-393 
Roland:  Madame,  376,  383,  386;  Count,  268 
Romagna,  498,  499,  856 
Romance  languages,  177,  21 1 
Romanization,  138,  177,  199,  200 
Rome 

Republic:  144,  168,  848;  beginning  of, 
132-134;  Italy  conquered  by,  134-136; 
Italy  ruled  by,  136-140;  power  extended 
to  western  Mediterranean,  140-146;  over 
Hellenistic  world,  1 51-152;  effects  of 
conquests  on,  157-162;  class  struggle  and 
civil  wars,  162-166;  end  of  republic,  167 
Empire:  849;  peace  in,  167-172;  ex¬ 
tent  of,  172-174;  social  classes  in,  174- 
177;  literature,  177-181;  philosophy, 
181-184;  law,  184-185;  decline  and  fall 
of,  196  ff. 

Romulus,  133,  Augustulus,  201 

Roon,  Albrecht  von,  509,  51 1,  525,  533 

Roosevelt,  Theodore,  691 

Rosetta  stone,  46 

Rouen  cathedral,  272,  273 

Rousseau  (roo-so'),  J.  J.,  307,  322-325,  360 
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Rouvier  (roo'vya/),  Maurice,  718 
Royal  Academies  of  Science,  314 
Royalists,  French,  403,  407,  643,  644.  See 
Ultra-royalists 
Rubens,  Peter  Paul,  306 
Rubicon,  165,  848 
Rudd,  672 

Ruhr,  860,  occupation  of,  793,  797,  798,  81 1, 
813,  815 

Rumania,  kingdom  of,  701,  702,  777,  779, 
795,  859,  861 
Ruskin,  John,  672 
Russia,  859,  862-863 

In  Middle  Ages:  217,  256 
In  i8ih  century:  301-302,  303 
In  19th  ceniury:  alliance  with  France 
(1807),  417;  helps  allies  defeat  Napo¬ 
leon,  424  ff.;  and  Congress  of  Vienna, 
435-436;  and  Concert  of  Europe,  437 
ff.;  Crimean  war,  479  ff.;  liberal  re¬ 
form  in,  551-555;  in  China,  681-683,  690; 
Russian-Turkish  war,  701-702;  Treaty 
with  Germany,  704-705 

In  20th  century:  Russo-Japanese  war, 
691-692;  Revolution  in  (1905),  693; 
in  Triple  Entente,  705,  708  ff.;  rival  of 
Austria  in  Balkans,  721-725;  and  Sara¬ 
jevo  Crisis,  727  ff.;  revolution  in  (1917) 
755  ff.;  Peace  of  Brest-Litovsk,  759;  and 
Fourteen  Points,  762;  soviet  republic 
under  Lenin,  804-811;  under  Stalin 
regime,  824-828;  Russian  Soviet  Feder¬ 
ated  Socialist  Republic,  805,  862-863 
Russo-Japanese  war,  691-692 
Ruthenians  (roo-the'nl-ans),  777 


Saar  Valley,  772-773,  812,  813,  860 
Sacrificial  worship,  18 
Sadowa,  515,  859 
Safety,  Committee  of,  386  ff. 

Saint-Cloud  (san-bloo'),  404,  532 
St.  Helena,  412,  429,  469,  857 
Saint-Simon  (san'se'mon'),  Claude  Henri, 
452;  Louis,  300 

St.  Petersburg  (Petrograd,  Leningrad),  301, 

8 55,  $59 

Saionji  (si  on-je),  Marquis,  769 
Sanctions,  economic,  829.  See  International 
boycott 

Salamis,  battle  of,  88,  89,  846 
Salerno,  University  of,  262,  264 
Salisbury,  Lord,  573,  687 
Salzburg,  436,  854 
Samnites,  135 
San  Salvador,  292 
San  Stefano,  Treaty  of,  701,  702 
Sarajevo  crisis,  721,  725  ff.;  778 
Sardinia,  kingdom  of,  in  1st  coalition,  383; 
restored  (1815)  436;  liberal  government 
in,  492-493;  leads  in  unification  of  Italy, 
489;  in  Crimean  War,  495;  alliance  with 
France,  494-595;  war  of  Liberation, 
496  ff.;  enlarged  and  merged  in  king¬ 
dom  of  Italy,  499  ff.,  854,  856.  See  Italy 
Sargon,  Akkadian,  40;  Assyrian,  58 
Savoy,  Duchy  of,  254,  852;  province,  495, 
499,  856 


Saxons,  Angles  and,  200,  207;  Anglo- 
Saxons,  249 

Saxony,  245,  254,  255,  415,  425,  436,  514, 
853,  854 

Sazonov,  Serghei,  727  ff.,  730 
Schism,  Great,  279,  280 
Schleswig-Holstein,  854-855 ;  question,  512- 
5i4,  5i7 

Scholastic  philosophy,  264-265 
Science:  first  steps  toward,  18;  ancient,  44, 
55;  Greek,  115-116,  149-151;  Roman, 
181;  Byzantine,  216;  Arabic,  228-231; 
in  17th  and  18th  centuries,  309-317;  and 
inventions,  582  ff.  See  Revolution,  In¬ 
dustrial 

Scipio,  Publius  Cornelius,  145 

Scotland,  169,  174,  284,  850,  860 

Scott,  Walter,  450 

Scribes,  24,  48,  52,  54,  61 

Sculpture,  Greek,  105-107;  Roman,  202; 

Arabic,  227;  renaissance,  306 
Secret  treaties,  753-754 
Secretariat  of  League  of  Nations,  782 
Sedan,  Battle  of,  535,  539,  858 
Seleucid,  family,  148;  kingdom,  152 
Self-determination  of  nations,  763,  771, 
775. ff-;  780 

Semitic,  people  and  languages,  40,  61,  203 
Sennacherib,  58 

Serbia,  kingdom  of,  701,  702,  722-729,  743, 
762,  777,  859,  861 

Serfdom,  ancient,  48,  50.  81;  medieval,  176, 
209,  210;  Russian,  551  ff. 

Servetus,  288 

Settlement  of  1815,  435-437 
Sevastopol,  480,  481,  859 
Seven  Years’  War,  303,  566 
Seymour,  Admiral,  678 
Shakespeare,  William,  307 
Shamash,  44 
Shanghai,  685,  836,  837 
Shantung,  683 
Shaw,  G.  B.,  650 
Sheffield,  446 
Sheriff,  249 

Shimonoseki,  Treaty  of,  681 
Siberia,  551,  665,  861 
Sic  et  Non,  261 

Sicily,  95,  140,  141,  252,  500  ff.,  848,  856 
Sidon,  56,  147,  845,  849 
Siena,  254,  854 

Si  eyes  (sya'yes'),  Abbe,  403,  404 
Silesia,  303,  416,  775-776,  853 
Sinn  Fein  (shin  fan),  790 
Sistine  Chapel,  306 

Slavery,  ancient,  42,  43,  50,  83,  92,  95,  146, 
158,  161,  174-175;  modern,  292,  451,  555 
Slavophiles,  553 

Slavs,  198,  215,  519,  721,  77 3,  777  ff- 
Smith,  Adam,  565 
Smolensk,  Battle  of,  425,  855 
Smuts,  General,  781 
Snowden,  Philip,  652,  653 
Social  classes:  ancient,  36,  42,  43,  48,  50-52; 
Greek,  81-85,  92,  120;  in  Roman  Re¬ 
public,  134,  158-164;  in  Roman  Empire, 
174-177,  198;  medieval,  208-211,  243; 
and  religious  revolution,  285-287;  in 
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1 8th  century  France,  335  ff.;  in  Russia, 
55i  ff- 

Social  Contract,  Rousseau,  325,  326 
Social  Democratic  Federation,  650,  651 
Social  Democratic  Labor  Party,  German, 
631  ff. 

Social  Democratic  Party,  Austrian,  618 
Social  insurance,  635,  646,  654 
Social  revolution,  Marx,  614  ff. 

Social  Revolutionary  Party,  Russian,  755  ff. 
Social  war,  Roman,  139,  158,  163 
Socialism:  utopian,  452,  612;  and  revolu¬ 
tion  of  1848,  456  ff.;  and  Napoleon  III, 
477;  scientific,  612-616;  Christian,  619; 
opposition  to,  621-623;  colonial  expan¬ 
sion,  668-669;  in  France,  640  ff.;  in 
Germany,  631  ff.;  in  Great  Britain,  650  ff.; 
in  Russia,  756  ff.,  807  ff. 

Socrates,  116-118,  119 

Soissons  (swa'son'),  741,  742,  760,  761 

Solferino,  497,  856 

Solomon,  38,  203 

Solon,  83,  84 

Somme  (som),  Battle  of,  746-747 
Sonnino,  Baron,  773 
Sophocles,  109,  no,  112,  115,  149,  216 
Sorolla,  J.,  facing  p.  801 
South  Africa,  568-569,  671  ff.,  688-689,  857 
South  German  States,  515  ff.,  516 
Soviet  republics,  758,  805,  862-863 
Spain:  early  man  in,  10;  Carthaginians  in, 
140,  142,  143;  Roman  province,  145; 
“romanized,”  177;  Germans  in,  200,  201, 
207-208;  Moslem,  195,  196,  238;  dis¬ 
coveries  and  colonial  empire,  291-293, 
294-299;  decline  of,  297-299,  300,  301, 
303;  literature,  306-307;  in  revolutionary 
wars,  383;  national  resistance  to  Napo¬ 
leon,  423;  Bourbon  restoration,  436;  loss 
of  colonies,  665,  829;  revolutions  in,  439, 
831;  civil  war,  831-833 
Spanish-American  War,  683-687 
Spanish  throne  question,  525,  531-532 
Sparta,  63,  76,  81-82,  85  ff.,  94-96,  121,  152, 
846 

Spenser,  307 

Spice  Islands,  Malay,  240,  289,  290 
Spring  and  Summer  Annals,  Chinese,  36 
Stalin,  Joseph,  824  ff. 

Stanley,  Henry  M.,  669 
States  of  the  Church.  See  Papal  States 
Steam  engine:  Watts,  446,  Stephenson,  593 
Stock  market  crash,  1929,  817  ff. 

Stoicism,  182-184 
Stowe,  Harriet  Beecher,  451 
Strasbourg,  53  8, _  854 

Strikes:  611;  in  England,  649,  792;  in 
France,  648;  in  Italy,  801 
Suabia,  254 

Submarines,  745-746,  759 
Sudan,  687,  857 
Suez  Canal,  50,  678,  791,  857 
Suffrage:  in  Austria-Hungary,  521;  in 
Belgium,  444;  in  France,  370,  395,  441, 
458,  471,  544;  in  Germany,  508,  518,  796; 
in  Great  Britain,  446,  518;  560;  in  Italy, 
803 ;  in  new  states  in  eastern  Europe,  795 ; 
women’s,  790 


Sulla,  Cornelius,  163-164 
Sumerians,  19,  39-40.  See  Babylonians 
Summa  Theologica,  264-265,  269,  273 
Susa,  62,  147,  845 
Sweden,  298,  301,  383,  793,  860 
Switzerland,  13-14.  16,  284,  403,  415,  437, 
517 ,  858,  860 
Syllogism,  the,  125 

Syracuse,  95,  96,  114,  150,  151,  848,  849 
Syria,  50,  56,  58,  146,  152,  222,  223,  289,  774, 
849 


Tabu,  18 

Tacitus,  180-181,  198,  266 
Taille  (ta'y'),  343 

Talleyrand  (ta'le,raN/),  C.  M.,  335,  428,  435, 
442 

Tangier,  718,  719,  857 
Tannenberg,  Battle  of,  743 
Tarentum,  135,  848 
Tarquin,  133,  134 
Tasmania,  568 
Tasso,  306 

Taxes:  ancient,  43,  50,  62,  90;  from 
Roman  provinces,  158-160,  170,  198; 
Arab,  223;  medieval,  ‘aids’,  248,  250; 
church,  257,  342;  in  18th  century  France, 
340-344,  350,  359,  405;  England,  654-656 
Telegraph,  475,  594 
Telephone,  594 

Templar,  Knights,  247;  Temple  of,  379,  381 
Terence,  179 

Terror,  Reign  of,  France,  386  ff. 

Tetzel,  282,  283 
Teutonic  languages,  211 
Teutons,  162,  174,  198 
Thales,  115 

Thebes,  Egypt,  50,  845;  Greece,  96,  146,  846 
Themistocles,  85,  88 
Theodosius,  206 

Theology,  medieval,  264-265,  309 
Thermopylae,  85-88,  846 
Thessaly,  85,  86,  846 
Thierry  (tye-re')  Augustin,  450 
Thiers  (tyar),  Adolphe,  442,  469,  537,  538, 
541,  543,  544 

Third  French  Republic,  544  ff.,  793 
Thirty  Years’  War,  297-299;  of  18th  century, 

303 

Thrace,  75,  846-847 
Thucydides,  101,  114-115,  149,  216 
Tiberius,  167,  181 
Tibet,  665,  684-685 
Tigris-Euphrates,  19,  32,  33,  39,  845 
Tilsit,  Peace  of,  416,  417,  424,  855 
Tiryns,  73,  74,  846 
Tithes  (church),  257,  342 
Titus,  167,  204 

Tocqueville  (tok'vel'),  Alexis  de,  573 
Toledo,  Spain,  172,  850;  “blades”  of,  224 
Toleration,  from  Reformation,  288;  Vol¬ 
taire  and,  320-321 
Tolstoy,  553 

Tool:  discovery  of  idea ’of,  8;  of  early  men, 
11,  13-14,  15;  writing,  a  mental,  22-24; 
and  civilization,  24-26;  and  machines, 
581-582 
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Tory  Party  (Conservative)  447  ff.  See 
Political  Parties 
Toulon,  383,  834,  858 
Toulouse,  320,  852 
Tours,  537,  854,  858;  Battle  of,  222 
Trade  and  Navigation  Acts,  562 
Trajan,  167 
Transjordan,  774,  862 
Transvaal,  569,  857;  republic,  688 
Transylvania,  777,  853 
Trasimenus,  Lake,  Battle  of,  143,  848 
Treaties,  Amiens  (1802)  407;  Berlin  (1878), 
702;  Brest-Litovsk  (1918)  759;  Campo- 
Formio  (1797)  401;  Concordat  (1801), 
409;  (1929),  803-804;  Franco-American 
(1778),  358;  Frankfurt  (1871),  539: 

Lausanne  (1923)  774;  Locarno  (1925), 
815;  Luneville  (1801),  405;  Paris  (1814- 
1815)  428,  429,  (1856)  481,  482;  Paris 
Pact  (1928)  815;  Prague  (1866),  517; 
San  Stefano  (1878),  701;  Shimonoseki 
(1895),  681;  Triple  Alliance  (1879,  1882). 
702  ff.;  Triple  Entente  (1894,  1904,  1907) 
7045.;  Tilsit  (1807),  416;  Versailles  (1919), 
785;  Utrecht  (1713),  3°U  Zurich  (1850), 
498 

Treaty  ports  in  China,  679-680 
Treitschke,  Heinrich  von,  715 
Trentino.  See  Tyrol 
Tricolor,  365,  543 
Trieste,  753,  773,  856 
Triple  Alliance,  695,  699,  702-704,  721 
Triple  Entente,  695,  699,  704  ff.,  708-709, 
721 

Tripoli,  724,  857 

Triumvirate,  164,  166 

Troppau,  439,  855 

Trotsky,  Leon,  805,  824-825,  827 

Troubadours,  268 

Troy,  73,  74,  108,  845,  847 

Tuileries  (twel're  ),  348,  375,  377,  378,  381, 

385,  407 

Tunis,  225,  703,  714,  856,  837 
Turgenev  (toor-gen'yef),  Ivan,  552,  553,  554 
Turgot  (tiir'gd'),  Anne  Robert,  358,  359 
Turin,  489,  502,  503,  540,  854,  856,  858 
Turkey,  Seljuk  Turks  in  Byzantine  em¬ 
pire,  238;  Ottoman  Turks  capture  Con¬ 
stantinople,  201;  Treaty  of  Tilsit  and, 
417;  in  Crimean  War,  478-481;  and  Con¬ 
gress  of  Paris,  481;  Russian  War  and 
Congress  of  Berlin,  701-702;  and  Balkan 
wars,  723-725;  and  Great  War,  743,  754; 
and  Fourteen  Points,  762;  and  Peace 
Conference,  774;  republic  in,  794 
Tuscany,  duchy  of,  436,  488,  498,  499,  853 , 
856 

Tutankhamen  (toot-angk-a/men),  47 
Two  Treatises  on  Government,  Locke,  321 
Tyre,  56,  147,  845 

Tyrol  (Trentino),  436,  753,  773,  853 ,  855 


Uitlanders,  688,  689 
Ulm,  240 

Ultra-Imperialists,  530,  531,  532 
Ultra- Royalists,  441,  442 
Umbria,  502,  856 


Uncle  Tom's  Cabin,  Stowe,  451,  552 
Union  of  South  Africa,  568-569,  857 
United  States  of  America,  and  Roman  Em¬ 
pire,  172;  exploration  of,  292;  established 
(1787),  564;  Spanish-American  War 

(1898),  683-687;  colonial  expansion,  665, 
687;  and  Great  War,  746,  752,  753,  754, 
755,  760,  761;  and  Fourteen  Points,  762; 
and  Peace  Conference,  769  ff.;  and  dis¬ 
armament,  816 

Universities,  medieval,  262-264;  imperial, 
412;  of  Paris,  474 
Ur,  39,  845 
Urban  II,  Pope,  238 
Uruguay,  829,  830 
Utopian  socialism,  452,  612 


Vaccination,  585 

Valencia,  240,  854,  858 

Valens,  emperor,  200 

Valmy,  Battle  of,  380,  854 

Vandals,  200,  207;  “vandalism,”  200 

Varennes  (va'ren'),  374,  375 

Vassals,  feudal,  210,  244,  245,  247 

Vatican,  the,  540,  804 

Vedic  poems,  33 

Veii,  135 

Venetia,  488,  495,  498,  500,  502,  503,  519, 
539,  854 

Venezuela,  829,  830 

Venice,  239,  254,  854,  858,  860 

Verdun,  380,  Battle  of  (ver'dun'),  746,  747 

Vergil,  180,  266,  269 

Vergniaud  (ver'nyt/),  Pierre,  376 

Verona,  439,  497,  854 

Versailles  (ver'sa'yO,  city  and  chateau,  299, 
300,  348,  351,  366,  367,  374,  537,  54i,  860; 
Treaty  of,  784,  821,  823 
Vespasian,  167,  169 
Victor  Emmanuel,  King,  489  ff.,  539 
Victoria,  province  of,  568 
Vienna,  city,  459,  521,  780,  855,  860;  Con¬ 
gress  of,  435-437 
Villafranca,  498,  856 
Vinci,  Leonardo  da,  101,  306 
Vingtieme  (van-tyem'),  343 
Virginia  Company,  297 
Virtue,  Reign  of,  390-392,  408 
Vivian  Grey,  Disraeli,  557 
Vladivostok  (vla'di-vos-tokO,  680,  691,  863 
Voltaire,  Frangois-Marie-Arouet,  307,  318- 
321,  360 


Wagram  (va/gram),  Battle  of,  423,  833 
War 

Descriptions  of:  ancient,  8,  88,  136, 
141;  medieval,  210,  222-223;  modem, 
387  5i5  535,  747-752;  justification  of, 
71 1  ff.;  fear  of  and  Hague  Tribunal,  692- 
695;  League  of  Nations  and,  783;  Lo¬ 
carno  treaties  and  Paris  Pact  against, 
815-816;  disarmament,  783,  816 
Ancient  wars:  (civil  and  for  conquest) 
Akkadian  and  Sumerian,  40;  Assyrian, 
58;  of  Medes  and  Persians,  60;  Persian 
and  Greek  (490-479  B.  C.),  63,  85-89; 
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Peloponnesian  (431-404  B.  C.)  95-96; 
Roman,  in  Italy,  (509-265  B.  C.)  134- 
136;  Punic  (264-241,  218-201,  149-146 
B.  C.)  141-146;  of  Alexander  (334-326 
B.  C.)  147;  Roman  civil  (133-27  B.  C.), 
162-166;  Caesar’s  Gallic  (58-49  B.  C.), 
164-165;  3rd  century  civil,  197 
Medieval  wars  ( invasions  and  feudal ): 
German  invasions  in  West  (5th  century), 
200-201;  Arab  invasions  (632-732),  222- 
223;  feudal,  210;  Crusades  (1096-1270) 
237-239;  Norman  Conquest  of  England 
(1066).  249 

Early  modern  wars  (■ religious ,  dynastic, 
ana  colonial) :  rehgious-HapsDurg-Bour- 
bon  (16th  century),  295;  revolt  of  Nether¬ 
lands,  296;  Spanish  Armada  (1588)  297; 
Thirty  Years’  War  (1618-1648),  297-299; 
Dutch  (1672-1679),  League  of  Augsburg 
(1689-1697),  Spanish  Succession  (1701- 
1713),  300-301;  Polish  Succession  (1733- 
1739),  Austrian  Succession  (1740-1748), 
Seven  Years’  (1756-1763),  303 
Revolutionary  and  Napoleonic  wars: 
American  Revolution  (1775-1783),  359, 
564;  of  1st  Coalition  (1793-1795),  382- 
383,  387,  401;  of  2nd  Coalition  (1799- 
1802),  403;  3rd  Coalition  (1805),  416; 
4th  Coalition  (1806-1807),  416,  423; 
5th  Coalition  (1809),  423-424;  Russian 
War  (1812),  425-426;  6th  Coalition  (1813- 
1815),  426-429 

Nineteenth  century  nationalist  wars: 
Italian  (1859),  496-499;  Danish  (1864), 
514;  Austro-Prussian  (1866),  514-517; 
Franco-Prussian  (1870-1871),  535-537; 
American  (1861-1865),  55° 

Nineteenth  century  wars  ( colonial  and 
for  diplomatic  prestige)'.  Crimean  War 
(1853-56),  478-482;  Chino- Japanese 

(1894-95),  681;  Spanish- American  (1898), 
683-687;  Boer  (1899-1902),  688;  Boxer 
Rebellion  (1900),  689-690;  Russo-Jap¬ 
anese  (1904-05),  691;  Russian-Turkish 
(1877-78),  701;  Balkan  (1912-13),  723- 
724;  the  Great  War  (1914-18),  739-764; 
Spanish  Civil  (1936-),  831-833;  Italian- 
Ethiopian  (1935-36),  828-829;  Chino- 
Japanese  (1936-),  834-837 
Warsaw,  256,  417,  418,  853,  861 
Washington  Conference,  816 
Waterloo,  Battle  of,  429,  854 
Watt,  James,  446 
Wavre  (va'vr'),  418,  429 
Wealth  of  Nations,  Smith,  565 
Webb,  Sidney  and  Beatrice,  650,  653 
Weihaiwei  (wa'hi-wa/),  683,  685 
Weimar,  796,  854 

Wellington,  Arthur  Wellesley,  Duke  of,  423, 
429,  435,  449 


Wells,  H.  G.,  399,  650 
West  Indies,  292,  297 

Westphalia,  Peace  of,  298;  kingdom  of,  417, 
420,  854 

What  is  Property?,  Proudhon,  616 
Whig  Party  (Liberal)  447  ff.  See  Political 
Parties 

Whitney,  Eli,  446 

William:  the  Conqueror,  207,  249,  250;  of 
Orange,  300,  302;  king  of  Holland,  445; 
king  of  Prussia,  I,  (1861-1888),  509,  514, 
525,  527,  531-533,  539,  54G  II,  emperor 
(1888-19x8),  638,  704,  706, 707,  723,  729, 
730,  763,  764 

Wilson,  Woodrow,  and  neutrality,  746; 
peace  proposals  of,  752-754;  and  entry  of 
U.  S.  into  the  war,  754-755;  Fourteen 
Points  of,  762-763;  and  Peace  Confer¬ 
ence,  769  ff.;  and  League  of  Nations,  781 
Wireless,  Marconi,  594 
Witenagemot,  249 

Wittenberg,  University  of,  282,  283,  850 
Women,  equal  rights,  suffrage,  790 
Worcester,  Noah,  454 
World  Court,  814 
Worms,  Diet  of,  283 
Worship  of  the  Supreme  Being,  391 
Worth  (vurt),  535,  858 
Writing,  invention  of,  19-21;  and  knowledge 
of  history,  21-22;  and  character  of  his¬ 
tory,  22-23 

Wiirttemburg,  255,  415,  416,  514,  515,  519, 
522,  854 

Wycliffe,  John,  280 


Xanthippe,  117 
Xerxes,  81,  85,  86,  88 


Yangtze  River,  680,  685,  836,  837 
Yellow  River,  836,  837 
Young  Italy,  454,  501 
Young  Plan,  811-812 

Yugoslavia,  kingdom  of,  777,  778,  795,  860 - 

861 


Zama,  battle  of,  144,  145 
Zeebrugge  (za/brobg-e),  744 
Zend-Avesta,  61 
Zeno,  182-183,  202 
Zero,  invented  by  Arabs,  229-230 
Zeus,  8,  77,  78,  79,  109;  statue  of,  Phidias, 
105 

Zollparliament,  523 
Zoroaster,  61,  62 

Zurich  (tsii'rik),  854;  Battle  of,  403;  Treaty 
of,  498 

Zwingli  (tsving'lS),  Ulrich,  283-284;  Church 
of,  284 
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